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REQUEST  FOR  PUBLICATION 


Dear  Bro.  Matlacx: — The  following  ariicle  wao 
■writ'en  by  Bro.  Smith  lor  the  Expositor,  and  will  be 
published  in  it  •  but  that  paper  is  riot  seen  by  many  of 
our  people,  and  as  we  are  very  anxious  that  this  arti- 
cle  should  be  read  by  all  our  preachers,  and  as  many 
of  our  people  as  possible,  before  the  next  General  Con¬ 
ference,  copy  it,  and  send  it  to  you  to  be  inserted  in 
the  True  Wesleyan.  We  hope  you  will  give  it  an 
early  publication,  and  oblige  yours  truly  and  very  af¬ 
fectionately. 

A.  W.  Sanders,  Willard  Edson,  David  L.  Tra¬ 
vis,  R  bert  McCone,  Members  of  the  Zanesville 
Yearly  Conference. 

David  N.  Farland,  Cacper  Fordney,  Charles 
Stane,  Official  Members  of  Knox  Circuit. 

The  request  above,  was  not  necessary  to  secure  its 
insertion.  Stveial  other  sufficient  reasons  exist  which 
gave  it  an  early  place  in  our  columns,  and  induces  its 
republication  witn  a  review. 

Edward  Smith  is  its  author,  and  his  position  and 
character  warrant  the  publication  of  any  thing  he 
has  ever  written.  The  document  probably  embidies 
n  principle  a  change  in  our  entire  economy,  which  its 
author  and  his  friends  desire  to  secure  at  our  next  Gen¬ 
eral  Conference;  hence  it  should  be  known  early 
enough  to  afford  its  merits  a  th  rough  examination, 

LUCIUtS  C.  MATLACK. 


THE  PRIESTHOOD 


CP 

REVEALED  RELIGION. 


We  use  the  term  priest  in  its  extended  signification, 
including  all  those  who  officiate  in  sacred  things,  whe¬ 
ther  they  offer  sacrifices  to  God  for  the  sins  of  the  peo¬ 
ple  as  did  the  Jewish  priests,  or  offer  salvation  to  the 
people,  through  Christ  Jesus,  the  Great  High  Priest  of 
his  Church. 

The  idea  of  sacrificial  worship  traces  back  to  the 
family  of  Adam.  To  him  the  promise  was  made,  that 
“  the  seed  of  the  woman  should  bruise  the  serpent’s 
bed  and  Abel’s  offering  was  typical  of  the  atone¬ 
ment  to  be  made  by  Christ,  the  Lamb  of  God  for  the 
sin  of  the  world;  and  the  a  post  le  ii. forms  us,  that  faith 
in  the  promised  Savior  gave  acceptance  to  his  offering. 

The  idea  could  never  enter  the  human  mind,  of  ap¬ 
peasing  an  offended  Deity,  by  the  sacrifice  of  a  lamb, 
for  the  sins  of  a  man.  There  is  nothing  to  suggest  the 
thought  within  the  range  of  human  intellect,  and  the 
very  fact  ol  such  sacrifices  having  been  offered,  is  proof 
positive  of  a  revelation,  because  it  is  the  only  way 
such  an  idea  could  have  betn  obtained;  and  as  it  was 
obtained,  it  mu6t  have  been  obtained  in  that  way.  The 
promise  given  to  Adam,  fixed  the  eye  of  this  hope  on 
a  Savior  to  come  ;  and  sacrificial  worship  kept  that 
pre  mised  Savior,  before  the  ejes  of  the  ancients.  This 
was,  doubtless,  i  s  design.  Those  who  offered  these 
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sacrifices  before  the  flood,  were  the  priests  of  revealed 
religion ,  but  the  paucity  of  historical  facts,  which  re* 
mam  of  the  anti-deluvian  age,  leave  us  ignorant  of  the 
appointment  to  office  of  those  early  priests-  We  must 
commence  our  inquiry  after  the  fl  >od. 

The  Patriarchal  priesthood  offered  sacrifices  for  sin 
wh  ch  fixed,  and  kept  fixed,  the  eyes  of  the  worship¬ 
pers  on  “Him  that  was  to  come”  “The  Lamb  of 
God  who  taketh  away  the  sin  of  the  world;”  and  this 
was  the  case  with  the  Jewish  sacrifices;  and  thus  the 
promise  of  a  Savior  was  kept  before  the  eye  of  a  ruin¬ 
ed  and  sinning  world,  until  the  Great  Sacrifice  was 
offered  on  the  cross.  After  this  the  Christian  priest¬ 
hood,  or  ministry,  was  instituted  to  keep  before  the 
eye  of  the  world  the  Great  Sacrifice  once  offered  for 
sin,  and  to  teach  men  how  to  approach  the  mercy  seat, 
made  accessible  by  that  one  offering.  So  that  from 
the  promise  made  to  Adam  to  ihe  end  of  time,  the 
priesthood  of  revealed  religion  extends. 

An  inquiry  into  this  priesthood  suggest  three  things. 
1.  The  Inslilutor.  2.  The  obligation  of  the  church 
of  God,  and  the  world  to  receive  its  ministrations.  3. 
The  provisions  made  for  the  distribution  of  its  labors, 
for  ihe  church’s  ed  fication,  and  the  world’s  salvation. 

We  lay  this  down  as  our  first  proposition.  The 
Great  Head  of  the  Church,  in  every  dispensation,  has 
exercised  the  prerogative  of  appointing  to  the  priest¬ 
hood  of  his  religion,  whom  he  would,  without  con- 
suiting  the  will  of  any  other  being  or  beings,  and  that 
God,  and  only  God  can  make  a  Christian  priest  or 
minister. 

We  are  not  aware  that,  this  proposition  will  be  se¬ 
riously  questioned  by  any  division  of  the  Protestant 
Church  ;  but  as  it  is  vital  to  our  mqu  ry,  we  will 
give  it  a  careful  consideration.  The  first  born  son  was 
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the  priest  ot'  his  family,  under  the  Pa'riarchal  dispensa¬ 
tion.  This  was  the  absolute  appointment  of  Godl,  so 
far  as  we  can  learn  from  the  records  of  those  times. 
The  first  born  son  was  to  be  given  to  the  Lord.  Ex. 
xxii.  29;  and  with  the  first  born  son,  the  first  ripe 
fruit,  and  the  firstling  of  the  flocks  were  also  to  be 
given  lor  sacrifice  to  the  Lord.  The  first  born  sons 
were  not  given  to  God  for  sacrifice;  but  to  cdier  the 
sacrifices  the  Lord  required  with  them.  They  were 
his  priests  to  offer  ihese  sacrifices.  See  verse  30,  and 
Ex.  xxiii.  15-20,  and  34  3G.  Lev.  xxvii.  26,  and  Duet, 
xv.  19.  That  the  first  born  sons  were  God’s  priests, 
is  clearly  proven,  by  the  fact,  that  the  tribe  ot  Lavi 
was  chosen  in  their  place,  to  wait  upon  God  in  the 
priest’s  office.  Num.  iii.  12,-18,  and  chap  viii.  18. 
The  claims  of  the  Patriaichal  priesthood  rested  on  the 
Jews — they  were  not  only  to  acknowledge  them,  but 
also  to  honor  them,  in  every  case ;  for  the  first  born,  if 
a  son,  had  to  be  ri deemed  from  under  the  claims  of 
that  pri  sthood,  by  a  [trice — five  shekels.  See  Num. 
xviii.  15  16.  The  Levites  who  were  taken  in  the 
place  of  these  first  born,  to  be  God’s  priesis,  were  to 
officiate  in  holy  things,  and  make  an  atonement  for  the 
children  of  Israel.  If  this  was  what  the  Levites  were 
to  do  instead  of  the  others;  this  was  the  work  of  the 
priesthood  of  the  first  horn.  But  this  is  farther  pro¬ 
ven  from  the  fact  that  the  priests  of  families  offered 
sacrifices  to  God. 

N  >ah  built  an  altar  unto  God,  and  offered  sacrifices 
thereon,  and  very  extensive  ones  too.  Gen.  viii.  20, 
Abraham  built  an  altar  of  sacr  fice.  Gen.  xi.  7,  and 
xiii.  4,  Job  offered  sacrifices  and  prayed  for  his  friends. 
He  was  one  of  G  id’s  priests.  Job  xlii  8.  Jacob  of¬ 
fered  sacrifices.  Gen.  xxxv.  7,  and  xxxi.  54.  In  the 
last  case,  it  is  likely  that  Laban  joined  with  Jacob  in 
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offering  sacrifices,  that  the  sacr  fices  were  their  joint 
offering.  Some  o1  the  ancient  kings  ami  rulers  rfficia- 
ted  as  pries's,  but  the  presumption  is  they  were  family 
priest-,  ami  form  no  exception  to  the  rule  under  con- 
sidera  ion.  The  cla  in  of  G  id  was  on  t' i e  fi  st  born. 
The  father  might,  if  he  judge  some  other  better  suited, 
invest  a  younger  son  with  the  office,  which  was  done 
in  the  case  oi  Isaac  and  J  cob,  to  the  exclusion  of 
Ishmael  and  E-iau.  But  in  this  case  the  change  was 
made  by  a  priest,  and  not,  either  in  whole  or  in  part, 
by  those  to  be  administe-ed  to.  This  must  be  kept  in 
mind. 

The  Jewish  priesthood  was  confined  not  only  to  the 
tribe  ol  Levi,  but  to  the  family  of  Aaron  ;  even  Moses 
and  his  sons  were  excluded.  The  wishes  of  the  Is¬ 
raelites  were  not  consulted,  in  any  case,  as  to  who 
should  administer  to  them,  in  holy  things.  The  whole 
tribe  of  L;vj  were  chosen  for  the  labor  of  the  sanctuary 
but  the  family  of  Aaron  for  the  priesthood.  This  none 
can  deny. 

This  choice  of  the  Gieat  Head  of  the  Church,  was 
enveighed  against  by  Korah,  and  two  hundred  and 
filty  princes  of  Israel.  These  claimed,  that  all  God’s 
people  were  holy,  and  as  well  qualified  to  wait  upon 
God,  and  .-erve  the  congregation,  as  was  Aaron  and 
his  sons.  These  claimed  to  take  the  matter  into  their 
own  hands  ;  and  charged  Moses  and  Aaron  with  tak¬ 
ing  too  much  upon  then  selves.  They  overlooked  the 
fact  that  Moses  and  Aaron  were  where  they  were,  by 
the  appointment  of  the  Almighty,  and  not  their  own 
choice.  The  larger  part  of  this  company,  or  the  lead¬ 
ers  of  this  company,  were  not  of  the  tribe  of  Levi. 
Daihan,  and  Abiram,  were  sons  of  Etiab,  of  the  tribe 
o'  Reuben,  and  so  was  On.  They  were  for  claiming 
the  priesthood,  for  any  tribe  or  individual,  who  in  their 
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judgment,  was  quaified  for  it.  Their  course  was  for 
taking  it  out  of  the  hand  of  God,  and  disposing  of  it 
as  they  judged  best.  The  whole  two  hundred  -and 
ftfiy  aspired  to  the  piiesthood.  Th-y  were  as  little 
satisfied  with  the  number  the  Lord  hadchosen,  as  with 
the  persons.  Aaron  and  his  four  sons  were  the  per¬ 
sons  and  the  number  chosen;  but  these  set  up  their 
judgment  against  the  judgmentof  the  Lord,  and  choose 
two  hundred  and  fifty. 

When  Aaron  entered  into  the  priesthood — into  the 
holy  place,  he  had  to  take  a  cens  >r  and  burn  incense 
upon  the  fire,  before  the  Lord;  and  all  these  came 
with  their  censors,  which  clearly  shows  their  object; 
they  not  only  sought  the  priesthood  but  the  high 
priest’s  place.  This  was  a  popular  movement ;  for 
when  K  irah  and  his  company  came  a  id  stood  in  the 
door  of  the  Tabernacle,  with  censors  in  hand,  ready  to 
step  into  the  priest’s  r  fEi  e,  as  Aaron  had  done;  (see 
Lev.  xvi.  12,)  the  congregation  of  the  people  were 
consenting  to  the  whole  movement.  They  stood  be¬ 
fore  the  door — had  been  brought  there  by  Korah — 
M  jses  charged  K  >rah  with  seeking  the  priesthood, 
and  he  would  not  make  a  wrong  charge.  But  what 
was  the  mind  of  Jeh  >vah  in  the  matter.  He  com¬ 
manded  Moses  and  Aaron  to  separate  themselves  from 
the  congrega'ion  that  he  might  consume  them  in  a 
moment.  But  these  men  of  God  leil  upon  their  faces, 
and  plead  with  the  Almighty  to  spare  the  congrega¬ 
tion,  and  he  was  entreated  so  to  do.  He  then  com¬ 
manded  the  people  to  separate  themselves  from  the 
labernacle  01  these  wicked  men,  which  command  they 
happily  obeyed;  and  then  the  earth  opened  and  swal¬ 
lowed  them  up  alive;  and  fire  came  down  from  Hea¬ 
ven  an  1  consumed  the  two  hundred  and  fifty,  who 
would  be  pries  a  without  regard  to  the  will  ol  God. 
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The  next  day  the  congregation  exhibited  their  displea*- 
sure  at  what  had  taken  place,  and  the  plague  broke* 
ou';  and  consumed  fourteen  thousand  seven  hundred', 
before  it  could  be  staid,  by  the  intercessions  and  sacri¬ 
fices  of  Moses  and  Aaron.  The  number  swallowed 
up  by  the  earth  is  not  given,  but  it  was  doubtless  con¬ 
siderable. 

Ttiese  fearful  judgments  settled  the  minds  of  the 
Jews  to  submit  to  God’s  order  of  priesthood.  But  how 
terribly  did  they  vindicate  Iris  prerogative,  to  say  who 
should  be  his  priests  ■  and  how  fearfully  did  he  re¬ 
buke  human  arrogance  for  meddling  with  these  prero¬ 
gatives!!  The  command  given  in  the  40th  verse  of 
this  chapter  (Num.  xvi.)  that  no  stranger,  not  of  the 
seed  of  Aaron,  should  come  nigh  to  offer  incense  to 
God,  lest  he  perish,  as  did  Surah  and  his  company, 
seals  up  this  terrible  chastisement  of  human  pride. 

The  attempt  of  Uzziah,  king  of  Judah,  to  burn  in¬ 
cense  before  the  Lord,  was  instantly  punished  with 
leprosy,  (See  2  Chron.  xxvi.  19,)  and  exclusion  from 
the  administration  of  public  affairs,  to  the  day  of  his 
dea’h.  This  was  his  punishment. 

Samuel,  David,  E  ijah,  Saul,  and  Solomon,  all  effer- 
ed  sacrifice  to  God,  which  was  a  part  of  the  duty  of 
priests:  but  no  one  of  them  ever  attempted  to  burn  in¬ 
cense  before  the  Lord.  They  never  essayed  to  per¬ 
form  all  the  functions  of  God’s  priests.  How  far  their 
stations  as  prophets  and  kings  authorized  them  to  of¬ 
ficiate,  in  these  respects,  dees  not  appear.  It  seems 
they  did  perfoim  the  duties  of  patriarchal  priests;  but 
in  no  instance  the  higher  duties  of  Jewish  priests,  ex¬ 
cept  in  the  case  oi  Uzziah,  and  we  have  seen  his  end. 
The  Jews  were  not  permitted  to  say  who  should  or 
who  should  not  minister  to  them  in  holy  thing-,  and 
when  they  would  have  essayed  to  do  so,  they  were 
fearfully  punished. 
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The  priesthood„of  the  New  'Testament  Church,  is 
the  next  thing  to  be  con>idered.  The  twelve  Apos¬ 
tles  were  ihe  first  minister-,  or  priests,  of  revealed  re¬ 
ligion,  under  what  is  denominated  Christianity.  They 
were  chosen  in  the  early  ipart  of  the  Savior’s  ministry. 
See  Luke  vi.  14,  and  Matt.  x.  1.  These  were  with 
him,  and  taught  by  him  about  three  years  before  the 
crucifixion  ;  and  in  that  time,  they  could  have  learned 
much  from  such  a  teacher.  After  his  resurrection  he 
commissioned  them  to  go  into  all  the  world,  and 
preach  his  gospel  to  every  creature.  This  was  the 
institution  of  the  Christian  ministry — the  priesthood  of 
the  New  Testament.  When  the  Savior  gave  his  com¬ 
mission,  he  assured  them,  that  he  would  be  with  them 
always  even  to  the  end  of  the  world,  or  as  the  Saxon 
renders  it,’’  And  be  with  you  all  days,  until  world 
ending,  l<  and  that  all  power  was  now  given  to  him. 

This  is  the  only  commission  by  Christ  to  preach  his 
gospel.  It  was  given  to  the  Apostles  first,  and  to  their 
successors  to  the  end  of  the  world.  We  do  not  mean 
their  successors  as  Apostles,  for  they  had  none;  but 
as  preachers  of  the  gospel  of  Christ.  This  is  the 
charter,  all  the  charter,  and  the  only  charter  of  the 
Christian  ministry. 

How  were  these  ministers  constituted,  under  this 
only  charter  ?  This  is  the  great  question.  They  were 
not  constituted  in  whole,  or  in  part  by  the  church,  for 
there  was  no  church  to  consult  in  the  matter,  when 
these  men  were  called,  in  the  early  part  of  the  Savior’s 
ministry.  They  were  called  by  him  and  him  alone  ; 
about  this  there  can  be  no  dispute.  They  were  sent 
into  the  world  to  preach  the  gospel.  The  persons  they 
were"sent  to  were  not  consulted,  as  to  their  qualifica¬ 
tions  to  teach  that  world,  or  preach  the  gospel — teach 
what  the  Savior  had  commanded.  No,  nothing  of  this 

1* 
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is  in  the  chapter.  They  were  the  chosen  and  the  sent 
of  the  Savior,  than  which  nothing  can  be  plainer. 
They  were  not  sent  to  minister  to  the  ehurch,  for  the 
church  was  not  yet  properly  organ  zed.  The  disciples 
were  in  all  but  few,  and  the  apostles  were  not  yet 
endowed  with  the  needed  power  of  the  Holy  Ghost. 
The  ordinances  cf  the  Christian  Church  were  not  yet 
administered.  What  few  disciples  there  were  resided 
in  and  about  Jerusalem  ;  hut  these  ministers  were 
sent  into  all  the  world— to  hundreds  of  places,  where 
there  was  not  one  believer,  or  one’ person  who  had 
ever  heard  of  the  name  of  Jesus.  All  this  is  undeni¬ 
able. 

Butin  the  ease  of  Matthias,  the  disciples  and  apos¬ 
tles  did  not  attempt  to  exercise  their  own  judgment, 
they  refer  the  matter  to  the  Savior  in  the  casting  of 
lots.  But  in  this  case  they  were  not  oblaining  a  mi¬ 
nister  for  themselves,  hut  one  to  fill  part  of  the  com¬ 
mission  to  preach  the  gospel  to  every  creature,  so  that 
those  to  whom  Matthias  was  to  minister  were  not  con. 
suited  on  the  subject;  he  was  made  their  minister 
without  their  knowledge,  and  without  their  consent. 

We  see  from  these  facts  that  the  Christian  ministry, 
as  well  as  the  Patriarchal  and  Jewish  priesthoods,  was 
of  Divine  appointment.  The  power  and  the  preroga¬ 
tive  to  make  a  j  riest,  or  minister  of  revealed  religion  is 
in  God,  and  him  alone.  He  never  permitted  his  peo¬ 
ple  to  say,  who  should,  or  who  should  not  be  their 
ministers. 

All  that  the  church  or  the  people  of  God  has  to  do, 
is  to  judge  where  the  persons  asking  to  be  acknow¬ 
ledged  by  it,  as  ministers  of  Jesus  Christ  and  preachers 
of  the  gospel,  are  truly  called  of  God  to  that  office  and 
work.  They  may  rightfully  judge  of  the  evidences  of 
such  a  call.  If  the  evidences  are  sufficiently  convin- 
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cingj  they  a:e  bound  to  say  so  ;  if  not,  to  say  'hey  are 
not.  They  have  no  right  to  say  who  shall,  or  who 
shall  net  preach  ;  but  to  say  who  does,  and  who  does 
not  give  evidence  of  a  Divine  call,  so  far  as  they  are 
capable  of  judging.  But  whether  the  church  united 
with  the  ministry,  or  whether  the  ministry  alone  is  to 
pass  upon  it,  is  a  disputed  question,  which  we  will 
not  examine  at  this  time,  but  content  ourself  by  saying, 
all,  that  either,  or  both  have  to  do,  is  to  pass  on  the 
evidence  of  a  call  to  preach,  (not  of  a  person’s  call  to 
preach  to  this  or  that  congregation,  or  church,  but)  to 
the  world.  If  he  be  called  at  all,  his  call  is  to  that 
work  and  the  world  is  his  field;  and  the  judgment 
must  have  reference  to  it.  That  is  the  question  to  be 
passed  upon. 

The  next  thing  to  be  considered  is  the  obligation  of 
the  church  of  God,  and  of  the  world  to  receive  the 
ministrations  of  the  priesthood  God  ordains — to  receive 
those  he  calls  and  sends  to  preach  his  gospel. 

We  have  seen,  that,  in  all  ages,  the  Almighty  has 
given  to  the  people  and  to  the  world  the  priesthood, 
and  that  no  other  being  or  beings  were  ever  permitted 
to  say,  who  should  or  who  should  not  be  his  ministers. 
His  ministers  always  was,  now  are,  and  ever  will  be 
the  sent  of  God.  This  being  the  case,  the  church  and 
the  world  must  receive  those  whom  he  sends,  or  do 
without.  It  is  they  or  none.  To  say  they  will  not 
receive  those  he  sends  is  to  rebel  against  (him). 

Ministers  of  the  gospel  are  God’s  ambassadors  (see 
2  Cor.  v.  20,)  sent  to  treat  with  a  world  of  enemies  to 
his  moral  government.  He  gives  them  their  instruc¬ 
tions,  and  holds  them  to  a  strict  accountability.  If 
two  sovereigns  were  at  war,  and  one  of  them  were  to 
propose  terms  of  peace,  would  it  be  proper  that  the 
other  should  choose  the  ambassador  of  his  enemy,  or 
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should  the  one  proposing  peace  choose  his  own  minis¬ 
ters  to  negociate  that  peace  1  The  unsaved  millions 
of  our  race,  are  enemies  to  G  id  and  aliens  to  the  com¬ 
monwealth  of  Israel;  not  independent  powers,  but  his 
rightful  subjects,  in  a  state  of  rebt II ion  ;  shall  these  be 
permitted  to  say  who  shall  be  Jehovah’s  ministers, 
with  whom  they  wi  II  treat  ?  G  id  has  laid  down  the 
terms  ol  peace,  and  sends  his  ministers  to  offer  peace 
to  his  enemies  on  the-e  terms,  and  they  have  nothing 
to  do  on  their  part,  but  submit.  But  the  minister 
from  one  sovereignty  to  an  other,  must  have  proper 
tes'imonials,  of  which  the  power  to  whom  lie  is  sent  is 
to  judge.  So  with  the  ministers  of  God.  But  when 
the  proper  testimonials,  in  either  case,  are  presented, 
the  question  is  settled.  To  refuse  to  receive  such  a 
minister  is  to  refuse  the  terms  of  peace.  An  insult 
offered  to  the  ambassador  of  a  government,  is  an  insult 
offered  to  that  government.  An  insult  offered  to  one 
of  God’s  ministers,  is  an  insult  to  God.  When  the 
Savior  sent  his  first  ministers,  he  declared  expressly, 
“  He  that  receiveth  you  receiveth  me.’’  Matt.  x.  40. 
And  in  John  xiii.  20,  the  Savior  said  to  his  first  minis¬ 
ters,  “Verily,  verily,  I  say  unto  you,  he  that  receiveth 
whomsoever  I  send,  receiveth  me;  and  he  that  re- 
ceiveth  me,  receiveth  him  that  sent  me  and  in  Luke 
x.  16,  we  hear  the  Savior  say,  “He  that  heareth  you, 
heareih  me,  and  he  that  despiseth  you,  despiseth  me, 
and  he  that  despiseth  me,  despiseth  him  that  sent  me.” 
These  Scriptures  plainly  teach  that  Christ  considers 
his  ministers  his  representatives;  what  is  done  to 
them  in  their  official  capacity,  is  done  to  him.  To  ne¬ 
glect  or  despise  a  minister  of  Jesus  Christ,  is  to  neglect 
or  despise  him.  This  cannot  be  a  disputed  point;  if 
the  express  declarations  of  the  God  man,  Mediator  is 
evidence  in  the  case.  The  question  to  be  settled  is 
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this.  Is  A,  B,  or  C,  a  minister  of  Jesus  C  list,  called 
and  sent  hy  him.  If  we  admit  he  is,  we  must  not  re¬ 
ject  him  ;  if  we  are  not  convinced  he  is,  we  must  not 
receive  him.  If  he  come  properly  accredited,  our  duty 
is  plain.  We  must  receive  him,  or  we^eannot  receive 
him  that  sent  him,  and  must  perish. 

If  these  views  be  correct,  the  responsibility  of  re¬ 
jecting  a  minister  of  Jesus  Christ,  is  not  only  very 
great  but  exceedingly  fearful ;  and  any  church  or  indi¬ 
vidual  who  would  do  it,  ought  not  to  be  held  in  Chris¬ 
tian  fellowship.  We  are  not  speaking  of  those  who 
profess  to  be  the  sent  of  God,  but  of  those  who  are 
thus  sen',  whom  we  acknowledge  to  be  thus  sent. 

That  the  church  has  no  right  to  reject  a  Christian 
minister,  is  further  proven  from  the  fact  that  the 
Christian  ministry  was  constituted  before  the  Christian 
church  was  organized  ;  and  that  this  ministry  raised  up 
the  church — Christ’s  ministers  raised  up  the  churches. 
The  thing  made  could  not  choose  who  should  be  its 
maker;  or  by  what  instrumentality  it  should  be  made, 
for  it  could  (not)  have  power  of  choice,  until  after  it 
was  made.  It  must  have  existed  before  it  could  choose. 
And  this  is  the  case  yet.  Tne  ministry  must  exist  be¬ 
fore  the  church.  u  Faith  comes  by  hearing,  and  hear¬ 
ing  by  the  word  of  God.”  The  people  must  hear  the 
word  of  God  before  they  can.believe  it,  and  believe 
before  they  can  be  saved  ;  and  be  saved  before  they 
can  constitute  a  Church  of  God  ;  and  they  must  have 
a  preacher  before  they  ca^hear.  For  in  the  time  of 
the  Apostles,  and  for  fifteen  hundred  years  after  the 
birth  of  Christ,  the  art  of  printing  was  unknown,  and 
thousands  upon  thousands  had  no  means  of  learning 
the  truths  of  salvation,  but  the  preached  word.  There 
is  not  a  church  on  earth  but  was  raised  up  by  a  ministry 
which  previously  existed;  and  if  we  go  to  heathen 
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lands  to  spread  the  light  of  salvation,  we  must  have 
ministers  before  we  can  have  churches.  Now  can 
that  which  came  after,  control  that  which  was  before  1 
It  could  hot.  That  which  existed  first,  and  which 
formed  that  which  came  after,  m'ght  have  power  to 
shape  the  second,  and  exercise  some  control  over  it ; 
we  say  it  might,  not  that  it  did,  this  point  is  passed 
over  for  a  future  consideration.  But  the  church  which 
came  after  the  minis‘ry,  could  not  shape,  or  in  any 
way  control  it,  in  its  previous  state  of  existence.  This 
is  undeniable.  And  if  the  church  came  into  existence 
with  powers  to  control  and  govern  the  ministry,  taking 
from  it  rights  and  powers  it  had.  before  there  was  any 
church,  it  must  be  plainly  set  forth  in  the  charter  to 
secure  our  assent.  One  thing  is  plain.  The  lirst 
church  of  (heathen)  lands,  had  no  more  power  or  right 
to  say  who  should  be  their  ministers,  than  the  cew- 
born  infant  has  to  say  who  shall  be  its  mother.  It 
comes  into  existence  with  a  mother,  could  not  come 
into  being  without  one  ;  can  have  no  choice  as  to  who 
shall  be  its  mother.  So  with  the  first  churches  ;  they 
came  into  existence  with  ministers,  could  not  have 
came  into  being  without  them  ;  and  could  have  had  no 
choice  who  should  be  the  ministers  who  raised 
them  up.  If  the  church  of  this  day,  or  any  other  d  iy, 
have  more  power  over  the  ministry,  than  had  the  first 
churches,  we  want  the  proof.  Show  us  the  grant, 
chapter,  and  veise,  and  we  yield  the  point. 

We  notify  the  reader,  that  we  are  not  investigating 
the  rights  of  the  church  to  govern  itself.  This  is  a 
distinct  question  :  but  the  right  of  the  church  to  reject 
the  ministers  of  Jesus  Purist :  or  to  choose  from 
among  them  who  shall  minister  to  it.  Tnis  is  the 
question. 

The  commission  given  to  the  Apostles  was  to  go 
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into  all  the  world,  and  preach  Christ’s  gospel  to  every 
creature.  Ttiey  were  not  to  wait  until  some  church 
sent  for  them  ;  for  there  were  no  churches  to  send  for 
them  or  call  them.  Nothing  of  this  is  found  in  the 
original  chatter;  and  if  it  have  been  inserted  since,  'et 
the  insertion  be  >hown.  This  commission  extended  to 
the  whole  world — to  every  creature  in  it.  And  the 
minister  thus  commissioned  can  never  get  outside  of 
his  commission,  unless  he  can  get  out  of  the  world  ; 
and  when  there  are  none  to  be  saved  from  sin  by  faith 
in  Christ.  This  is  the  charter ,  and  the  only  charter, 
and  all  the  charter  of  the  gospel  ministry ;  those 
who  are  called  and  Sent  by  Christ,  are  called  and  sent 
under  this  charter;  and  those  who  are  not  called  and 
sent  accordmg  to  this  charter,  are  not  called  aud  sent 
by  Jesus  Christ,  and  are  not  his  ministers,  and  have  no 
claims  on  bis  church. 

Where  is  the  right  found  in  this  charter  for  a  minis¬ 
ter  to  say  where  he  will,  cr  will  noclabor  1  If  he  has 
the  right  to  say  where  he  will  labor,  he  has  the  right 
to  say  where  he  will  not;  for  as  he  cannot  labor  wi'h  but 
one  at  a  time;  when’he  says  he  will  labor  at  any  cer¬ 
tain  place,  he  says  at  ihe  same  time  he  will  not  labor 
at  all  other  places.  If  cne  minister  has  a  right  to 
choose  his  field  of  labor,  every  other  minister  has  the 
same  right;  and  two,  five,  or  ten,  might  choose  the 
same  field,  to  the  negiect  of  one,  four,  or  nine  other 
fields.  How  are  these  conflicting  claims  to  be  settled  I 
Their  claims  are  all  equal.  There  was  no  church  or 
churches,  at  the  time  the  commission  was  given,  to 
make  a  choice  of  one  of  these  c’aimanls  to  the  exclu¬ 
sion  of  t  he  rest,  and  thus  settle  the  d  fficulty.  Was 
the  unsaved  world  to  settle  disputes  among  the  minis¬ 
ters  sent  to  bring  it  to  the  Savior  1  Surely  not.  No 
one  was  allowed  to  choose  his  field  of  labor,  and  no 
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such  difficulties  could  arise.  Christ  the  Lord  made 
that  choice  lor  them,  and  his  choice  was  all  the  world 
— their  congregation  every  creature — and  while  they 
were  in  the  world  preaching  to  any  creature,  t Ley  were 
occupying  the  field  he  gave  them  ;  they  were  engaged 
in  the  wmk  to  which  they  were  sent.  The  commis¬ 
sion  was  a  joint  one.  It  was  to  be  the  joint  work  of 
all  his  ministers ;  they  were  to  be  co-workers.  N> 
one  coul  I  do  what  was  required  to  be  done,  and  for 
that  reason  could  not  be  under  obligations  to  do  if ; 
and  no  more  were  called  than  was  necessary  for  the 
Wnrk,and  therefore  none  could  be  done  without;  but 
all  could  do  all  that  was  required  to  be  done :  and  each 
was  bound  to  do  his  part;  and  that  part  was  all  he 
could.  The  work  had  to  be  divided  among  them,  each 
doing  his  part.  This  done,  and  ail  was  done. 

What  the  whole  could  not  do,  no  part  of  the  whole 
could  do.  What  the  whole  had  no  right  to  do,  no 
part  of  the  whole  could  have  a  right  to  do.  The  whole 
might  do,  what  no  part  could  ;  but  no  part  could  do, 
what  the  whole  could  not.  And  as  the  whole  ministry 
had  no  right  to  refuse  to  preach  the  gospel  to  any  part 
of  the  world,  it  could  preach  it  to  ;  it  is  impossible 
that  any  part  of  that  ministry  should  have  that  right. 
And  this  is  true  of  the  church  aiso.  If  the  whole 
church  has  no  right  to  object  to  any  part  of  Christ’s 
ministry,  no  part  of  the  church  can  have  that  right,  for 
this  would  be  to  give  to  a  part  more  than  the  whole 
could  have.  Jesus  Christ  has  always  given  to  his 
church  its  priesthood,  and  always  will;  and  that 
church  has  no  right,  never  had,  nor  never  will  have 
to  reject  that  priesthood  or  any  part  of  it. 

But  as  no  one  minister,  nor  any  number  less  than  all, 
can  do  what  is  required  to  be  done — what  the  gospel 
commission  requires;  how  is  the  work  to  be  divided 
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among  them  ;  and  who  shall  make  the  division1?  Th's 
is  the  last  tiling  to  be  considered  in  our  inquiry,  and  it 
is  a  very  important  one. 

We  have  seen  that  the  ministry  was  constituted  be¬ 
fore  she  church,  and  had  to  enter  on  its  great  work 
before  tne  church  existed.  So  far  as  i is  action,  pre¬ 
vious  to  that  time  is  concerned,  it  must  have  acted 
without  consulting  the  will  or  wishes  of  the  church; 
for  there  was  no  church  to  either  will  or  wish.  And 
this  is  true,  in  relation  to  the  introduction  of  Chris¬ 
tianity  into  all  countries ;  for  there  could  be  no  church 
in  any  country  until  after  Cnristianity  was  introduced 
into  it.  So  the  ministry  had  to  enter  upon  its  great 
work  and  arrange  its  plans,  before  there  were  any 
churches  or  church  to  will  or  wish,  what  those  plans 
should  be.  The  arrangements,  from  the  very  necessity 
of  the  case,  had  to  be  made  among  themselves.  This 
was  the  primitive  state  of  the  ministry. 

The  Savior  taught  his  first  ministers  not  to  seek  for 
power  or  authority  over  each  other — but  for  the  privi¬ 
lege  of  serving  each  other;  the  strife  wi  h  them  was 
to  be,  for  the  lowest  place.  (See  Matt.  xx.  26,  27,  and 
Mark  x. 48,  44).  With  such  spirits  the  judgment  of 
all  would  be  consulted,  and  the  judgment  of  the  ma- 
j  irity  followed  ;  of  this,  we  think,  there  can  be  no 
doubt.  And  such  sphits  all  ministers  of  Jesus  Chr.st 
are  ;  for  this  was  his  spirit ;  for  when  he  taught  them 
their  lessons,  he  referred  them  to  his  own  examples; 
and  if  any  man  (much  less  ministers,)  have  not  the 
spirit  of  Christ,  he  is  none  of  his.”  The  instructions 
given  to  his  first  ministers  are  the  instructions  for  his 
last,  and  for  all  between  the  first  and  the  last.  Those 
who  had  the  work  to  do  formed  their  own  plans  f  r 
doing  it.  There  could  be  no  other  way  of  it.  There 
was  no  refractory  spirits  there,  the  whole  was  done 
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without  a  jar,  throughout  the  whole  ministry  of  the 
fir-t  ministers  of  the  gospel.  Tfiey  never  had  any 
difficulty  about  the  division  of  the  w  rk.  About  some 
other  things  they  had  soma  disputations,  but  none 
about  this;  and  such  spirits,  as  they  were,  acting  on 
their  plan  never  will  have  any.  This  was  the  primi¬ 
tive  condition  of  things.  And  if  a  new  element  come 
into  the  plan  after  churches  were  raised  up,  let  it  be 
shown  ;  we  have  not  yet  seen  it. 

It  aj  pears  to  us,  that  the  plan  of  the  world’s  salva¬ 
tion,  through  the  gospel  ministry,  was  complete  when 
the  Savior  ascended;  i!  it  was  not,  we  would  be  glad 
to  See  the  amendments,  and  learn  when  they  were 
made.  We  speak  of  the  plan  of  the  ministry.  The 
church  proper  was  raised  up  after  his  ascension,  and 
the  A  [lost  I  es  gave  it  some  rules  for  its  government,  but 
these  are  not  Within  the  range  of  our  ii  qniry. 

The  plan  here  brought  to  view  was  equal  to  the  end 
to  be  gained — the  preaching  the  gospel  to  every  crea¬ 
ture.  If  every  minister  of  the  gospel  was  willing  to 
labjr  to  the  utmost  of  his  ability,  where  in  the  judg¬ 
ment  of  his  fellow  ministers  he  could  render  the  most 
efficient  seivice  ;  and  Christ  would  call  enough  to  the 
wink  ;  men  would  be  found  to  carry  cut  the  original 
commission.  But  if  ministers  are  to  choose  their  own 
fi  Ids  of  labor,  and  have  a  right  to  make  a.rangements 
to  serve  those  fields,  without  seeing  how  the  rest  of 
the  woik  cun  be  supplied,  or  consulting  the  judgment 
of  their  co-laborers,  the  end  can  never  be  reached,  the 
gospel  can  never  be  preached  to  every  creature.  Ad¬ 
mit  the  right  of  ministers  to  choose  th-  ir  fields  of  la¬ 
bor,  and  let  them  enj  iy  that  right,  and  this  we  must 
do,  it  it  be  tli ei r  right;  and  halt  the  [daces  will  rioi  be 
chosen,  and  half  the  world  will  never  hear  the  go-pel. 
Wealthy  churches  will  engage  popular  preachers,  and 
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secure  more  ministerial  service  than  they  need,  and 
feeble  churches  will  have  to  get  less  gifted  ministers, 
and  less  service  than  they  want,  and  ought  to  have ; 
and  many  places  wdl  have  no  ministers.  Many  popu¬ 
lar  ministers  have  small  families,  and  some  none  ;  and 
many  less  gilted  have  large  ones.  The  first  class  can 
live,  and  live  well,  where  the  second  cannot  live  at  all  ; 
and  if  wealthy  churches  have  the  serv  ces  of  the  first, 
poor  ones  cannot  support  the  second  :  and  they  will 
have  to  leave  the  work  unto  which  they  were  called. 
The  most  gifted  w  ill  al  ways  be  able  to  secure  the  easi¬ 
est  and  wealthiest  places,  and  pretty  much  make  their 
own  terms  of  service  ;  whether  they  have  large  or 
small  families,  are  robust  or  weakly;  and  the  less 
gifted  will  have  to  take  the  hardest  and  poorest  places, 
without  their  feebleness  or  weight  of  support  bring 
considered.  This  now  is,  and  always  will  be  the  case 
— more,  must  be  where  this  principle  is  allowed.  If 
selfi-hness  be  admitted  to  govern,  it  will  govern  by  its 
own  laws. 

Look  through  the  length  and  breadth  of  Presbyte¬ 
rianism,  and  Congregationalism — among  those  that  go 
by  that  name;  and  the  numerous  sect  called  Baptist 
where  this  principle  obtains  ;  and  you  will  see  part  of 
their  ministers  living  at  ease,  in  princely  s'yle,  and 
others  in  not  only  poverty, but  want;  or  wholly  driven 
from  the  wmk,  for  bread.  This  is  now  the  case  in 
those  denominations,  always  has  been  the  case,  and 
always  will  be  the  case;  always  must  be  the  case, 
while  that  principle  governs.  Efforts  have  been  made 
to  relieve  the  workings  of  the  system,  by  adding  a 
home  missionary  appendage,  but  the  gospel  plan  wants 
no  such  appendage — had  none.  But  still  some  of  their 
holiest  ministers  are  suffering  want,  or  are  wholly 
driven  from  the  work,  while  some  gifted  graceless  pre- 
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tenders  are  receiving  three  times  as  much  as  would 
continue  many  of  these  humble,  holy  and  useful  breth¬ 
ren  in  the  woik  of  a  world’s  restitution.  These  work¬ 
ings  of  the  system  every  where  appear,  we  have  but 
to  open  our  eyes  to  see  them.  This  is  not  God's 
plan. 

This  plan  must  produce  the  spirit  of  class,  if  not  the 
spirit  of  cast,  among  Christ’s  ministers.  Some  will 
have  affluence  throughout  Ji : e,  others  poverty;  a  fel¬ 
low  teeling  cannot  exist  among  them;  the  families  of 
some  will  be  raised  in  princely  style,  those  of  others  in 
the  rusticity  of  poverty.  A  fellow  feeling  cannot  exist 
among  those  different  classes ;  lhe  spirit  of  class  must 
get  in.  Those  who  are  in  effluence  will  look  down  on 
their  poor  bre  hren  as  being  below  them,  not  their 
equals  ;  their  families  will  do  the  same,  to  the  families 
o!  poor  ministers.  The  poor  will  feel  these  lor. ks,  and 
become  soured  toward  the  rich,  and  the  unity  of  the 
spirit  be  destroyed.  The  one  seeing  nothing  but  pros¬ 
perity  before  them,  will  become  self-confident  and  vain  ; 
the  other  nothing  but  poverty,  and  poverty’s  neglects, 
will  sink  into  the  spirit  of  unkind  sadness.  These 
consequences  must  flow  from  these  causes.  Tell  us 
not  that  this  is  God’s  [dan  ot  the  ministry  of  salvation  ! 
It  is  the  very  opposite  in  spirit.  His  plan  produced  a 
strife  for  the  lowest  place,  this  for  the  highest.  Dark, 
ness  and  light  are  not  mote  opposed  to  e-tcb  other,  ihan 
are  the  spirits  of  the  two  plans.  For  the  first,  we 
could  cheerlully  give  our  life  :  for  the  second,  we  can 
do  nothing  ;  for  though  it  may  do  some  good,  it  siands 
in  the  way  of  that  plan  which  would  do  all  good. 

A  minister  will  take  a  hatd  place  cheer  ully  if  he 
know,  that  in  a  short  time,  say  one  or  two  years,  some 
of  his  brethren  w  11  relieve  him,  and  see  that  his  labor 
be  not  lost;  then  he  will  have  for  a  season,  an  easy  or 
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easier  place;  and  when  he  is  rested  and  recruited  will 
chteriully  take  his  turn  again,  feehng  that  he  is- one 
with  his  brethren,  that  they  all  have  a  fellow  feeling 
for  him,  and  stand  ready  to  come  to  his  relief  when  he 
needs  them.  With  what  spirit  and  zeal  a  minister  can 
labor  in  such  circumstances.  This  was  pretty  much 
the  case  with  the  early  Methodist  preachers.  There 
was  no  spirit  of  class  or  cast,  among  the  lank  and  lile 
of  them,  and  no  set  of  men  since  the  primitive  age  of 
the  church,  ever  loved  one  another  as  they  did,  or  was 
bles  ed  of  God  in  the  salval  on  of  sinneis  as  they  were. 

And  if  ihe  churches  possess  the  right  to  choose  their 
minister  from  among  those  whom  God  has  called  and 
sent,  many  will  not  be  emplojed:  and  many  whem 
God  has  called  to  'he  woik  of  preaching  the  gospel, 
will  be  passed  by  as  unsuitable ;  and  the  rights  claimed 
by  many  for  the  minister  and  the  Churches,  will  leave 
a  large  portion  of  the  world  to  perish.  The  ministers 
will  claim  the  right  not  to  go  to  many  places,  and  the 
churches  will  claim  the  right  riot  to  employ  many  min¬ 
isters;  and  the  world  can  never  stand  up  saved  before 
God.  But  on  God’s  plan  all  can  and  will  be  reached 
with  the  gospel  of  truth  and  grace. 

it  must  be  kept  in  mind,  that  we  are  treating  of  God’s 
plan  for  the  distribution  of  his  ministers,  not  those  who 
say  they  are  his,  and  are  not.  He  has  laws  to  govern 
his  ministers;  but  none  to  govern  self-made  world-made 
devil-made  ministers,  and  we  doubt  not  but  there  are 
some  of  all  three  classes  pretending  to  preach  the  gos¬ 
pel.  It  the  church  have  any,  of  either  of  these  classes 
in  her  employ,  she  must  adopt  laws  to  govern  them  ; 
for  the  Lord  has  none  to  govern  them,  as  ministers  of 
his  gospel. 

It  will  not  do  to  meet  our  positi  n,  by  saying  this 
plan  would  do  well  enough,  if  ministers  were  what 
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they  ought  to  he,  hut  it  will  not  work  with  such  min¬ 
isters  as  we  have.  If  ministers  will  not  work  on  God’s 
plan,  they  are  not  God’s  ministers;  his  ministers  are 
good  men,  just  what  ministers  ought  to  be;  could  and 
would  woik  on  his  jilan.  And  if  his  plan  was  univer¬ 
sally  adopted,  and  carried  into  effect,  it  would  work 
out  of  the  ministry,  all  proud,  selfish  and  worldly  m  nd- 
ed  men.  ll  men  of  corrupt  minds  should  get  in,  they 
could  not  stay  in  long;  and  the  church  and  the  wo  Id 
would  soon  be  blessed  with  a  pure  ministry  and  a  pure 
gospel,  the  next  greatest  blessing  to  a  Savior,  the  world 
ever  did  or  ever  will  receive. 

The  plan  here  brought  to  view  has  not  been  acted 
on  since  the  days  of  the  Apostles,  or  the  times  of  the 
pritni  ive  church.  Neither  the  Itinerancy  of  Mr.  Wes¬ 
ley,  nor  that  of  the  M.  E  Cbuich,  in  its  purr  st  period, 
was  the  plan  here  brought  to  view,  as  the  plan  upon 
which  the  laborers  were  distributed  to  the  work,  though 
they  were  a  great  advance  toward  it.  There  were  no 
chief  men  or  rulets  among  God’s  fiiSt  ministers;  the 
strife  with  them,  as  we  have  seen,  was  for  the  lowest 
place — who  should  be  least.  Tne  strife  with  Methodist 
Itinerants  is,  and  always  lias  been,  who  should  be 
grea  e^t.  Mr.  Wesley  claimed  the  right,  and  exercised 
tiie  jiower  of  dividing  the  labor  among  the  laboiers, 
and  the  Bishops  do  it  in  the  M.  E  Church.  This  is  a 
very  difieierit  thing  from  making  that  distribution,  by 
the  rnaj  irity  of  tqual  brethren,  in  mutual  conference, 
which  was  evidently  the  way  it  was  done  by  the  first 
ministers. 

Tne  Itinerancy  of  the  Methodist  P.  Church,  and  the 
Wesleyan  Connection  ,  has  an  element  in  them  that  we 
do  not  find  in  the  college  of  the  fi  st  ministers — lay 
representation.  There  were  no  chuichrs  to  send  dele¬ 
gates,  when  the  Apostles  laid  the  plan  lor  the  acco/n- 
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plishing  of  the  work  assigned  them — he  preaching  cf 
the  gospel  to  every  creature,  a  id  consequently  none 
could  he  there.  We  do  not  say  that  laymen  had  no 
s li  i re  in  the  government  of  the  New  Testament  church, 
lor  we  have  no  d  ubt  they  had;  but  that  they  had  no 
part  in  the  distributing  of  the  great  work  of  preaching 
the  gospel  to  every  creature,  among  the  first  ministers 
of  Jesus  Christ.  For  the  plan  had  to  be  laid  before  the 
gospel  Could  be  preached,  and  it  had  te  be  [Reached  be¬ 
fore  there  could  he  any  churches.  The  door  of  the 
gospel  church  was  not  opened,  even  at  Jerusalem,  un¬ 
til  the  day  of  Penfeco-t,  which  was  fifty  days  alter  the 
erne  fixion,  and  about  one  w»ek  af  er  the  a-cension, 
and  the  giving  of  the  gospel  commission.  S  >  hat  the 
Apostles  held  a  conference,  of  about  one  week,  before 
there  was  any  church  organized  ;  at  the  end  of  which 
time  the  Holy  Gfiost  came  upon  them,  and  they  began  . 
their  work.  Then,  and  not  until  then,  was  the  door  of 
the  New  Testament  church  opened. 

Ttie  Savior  had,  previous  to  his  death,  appointed 
seventy  to  preach  to  the  J  ws  ;  but  afier  his  resurrec¬ 
tion,  he  d  d  not  appoint  these  to  preach  his  gospel  to 
every  creature;  but  the  twelve  first  chosen,  or  the 
eleven  of  them  which  still  remained.  It  may  be  con¬ 
tended,  that  those  who  were  with  the  Apostles,  were 
the  church  of  Curst,  and  that  they  were  with  the 
Apostles  the  whole  of  the  time  ol  t h < s  week  o1  confer¬ 
ence  and  prayer;  but  this  will  not  relieve  r  e  difficulty 
of  lay  del  grtion.  lor  they  were  there  in  ma-s,  women 
and  all.  They  either  all,  men  and  women,  conferred 
with  the  Apostles,  or  none  did  ;  t here  were  none  depu¬ 
ted  to  represent  the  rst.  It  i  be  contended,  from  this 
example,  tfiat  all  believers  have  a  right  to  c  infer  with 
the  m  ms  ers,  in  laying  plans  for  the  preaching  of  the 
gospel  to  every  creature,  we  answer  it  is  wholly  im- 
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possible  for  them  fo  do  so,  and  God  never  gives  rights 
wtiich  cannot  be  exercised  or  erj  jyed,  and  therefore 
the  claim  is  wholly  unfounded.  That  it  is  proper  and 
right,  tor  as  many  as  can  to  meet  with  ministers,  for 
prayer  and  suppl  cation,  none  can  deny;  and  it  would 
be  better  if  there  was  more  prayer,  and  earnest  looking 
to  God  for  wisdom,  and  less  human  management,  at 
such  meetings.  But  the  persons  present  were  not  the 
New  Testament  church  with  its  sacraments  of  Baptism 
and  the  Lord’s  Supper.  The  whole  of  the  Savior’s 
ministry  had  relerence  to  the  formation  of  his  church  ; 
but  this  work  was  not  perfected  until  the  day  of  Pen¬ 
tecost. 

The  Apostles  had  the  whole  field  before  them — they 
met  together  for  prayer  and  consultation — the  field  was 
the  world — their  commission  was, 

“  Go  into  every  nation  go. 

Speak  to  their  trembling  hearts,  and  cry, 

Glad  tidings  unto  all  we  show, 

Jerusalem,  thy  God  is  nigh.” 

But  this  cannot  be  the  case  now;  all  the  ministers 
cannot  meet  toge  her,  to  lay  plans  for  preaching  the 
gospel  to  the  whole  world.  This  cannot  he  the  work 
of  any  assembly  or  conference;  only  the  ministers  of 
giveii  districts,  from  the  very  necessities  ol  the  case, 
can  meet  together  to  make  arrangements  for  supplying 
those  districts  with  the  gospel.  But  those  meetings 
should  be  conducted  on  the  principle  the  fiist  confer¬ 
ence  of  Christ’s  ministers  was,  and  this  can  be  done, 
and  must  be  done,  before  the  gospel  can  be  preached 
to  every  creature. 

Let  the  ministers  of  a  given  district  meet  at  stated 
times  in  conference,  and  take  a  view  of  the  wants  of 
the  work  within  their  bounds,  and  make  out  a  plan  to 
supply  it,  that  shall  be  approved  by  the  whole  or  a 
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majority  of  that  whole,  after  a  full  and  free  examina¬ 
tion;  and  hold  every  one  bound  to  do  his  part,, and 
every  church  bound  to  receive  and  sustain  the  preach¬ 
er  sent  to  them,  until  the  meeting  of  the  next  confer¬ 
ence.  This  would  come  as  near  the  primitive  action, 
as  the  present  state  of  things  will  admit.  There  might 
be  relations  formed  between  these  conferences,  for  the 
better  providing  of  the  whole  work,  and  ought  to  be. 
This  would  complete  the  plan,  and  could  be  easily 
done.  We  notify  the  reader  again  that  we  are  not 
treating  of  the  rights  of  the  layity  to  participate  in  the 
government  of  the  church;  hut  of  the  duty  of  Christ’s 
ministers  to  preach  the  gospel  to  every  creature,  and 
their  right  and  duty  to  lay  plans  to  do  their  own  work, 
not  the  work  of  others.  This  is  the  point.  Have 
they  or  have  they  not  the  right  to  plan  their  own  work, 
and  do  it  when  it  is  planned]  or  must  they  ask  others 
permission  to  obey  God  1  The  church  has  its  work  to 
do,  and  the  right  to  do  it;  and  that  right  stands  good 
against  the  universe  :  and  this  is  also  true  of  the  min¬ 
istry.  If  we  clearly  distinguish  between  their  work, 
we  will  have  but  little  difficulty  to  distinguish  between 
their  rights.  Each  have  the  right  to  do  their  own  work, 
and  their  work  is  not  one  and  the  same  work.  They 
have  separate  work,  and  separate  rights  to  do  it. 

These  conferences  might  appoint  committees,  to  dis¬ 
tribute  the  preachers  to  the  work,  but  their  plan  must 
be  submitted  to  the  body  for  its  approval,  and  when  all 
that  can  be  said  for  and  against  the  arrangement,  and 
such  amendments  made  to  it  as  the  conference  might 
judge  best,  and  then  passed  on  by  the  body,  as  their 
act.  Let  that  plan  be  binding.  This  would  come  to 
our  view  of  Apostolic  usage,  and  would  give  efficiency 
to  the  ministration  of  the  gospel.  The  preachers  would 
receive  their  appointments  from  one  another,  and  all 

2 


26  '  The  Priesthood  of  Revealed  Religion. 

being  in  the  same  situation,  would  have  a  fellow  feel¬ 
ing  for  each  other,  and  no  one  could  be  oppressed  with¬ 
out  the  consent  of  the  majority  of  his  brethren,  and 
this  would  be  very  hard,  if  not  impossible  to  obtain. 

This  would  come  to  the  spirit  if  not  the  letter  of 
primitive  Itinerancy ,  which  was  the  very  heart  and 
soul  of  the  Apostles’  plan. 

The  objections  to  this  plan,  when  rendered  to  a  spe¬ 
cific  statement,  are  two :  1,  It  conflicts  with  the  right 
of  ministers  to  choose  their  fields  of  labor :  2.  with  the 
rights  of  members  to  choose  their  own  religious  teach¬ 
ers. 

If  these  parties  have  these  rights,  they  are  given  to 
them  in  the  charter  of  revealed  religion — they  are  reli¬ 
gious  rights,  if  rights  at  all.  They  are  not  natural 
rights,  but  Christian  rights;  for  men  naturally  have  no 
right  to  be  Christians,  or  Christian  ministers.  They 
obtain  these  states  by  the  grace  of  God  in  Christ  Jesus, 
and  with  these  states,  the  rights  which  pertain  to  them. 
And  we  have  seen  that  the  Savior  chose  the  field  of 
fabor  for  his  ministers — the  world  was  the  field,  and 
one  has  just  as  much  right  to  it,  and  every  part  of  it,, 
as  another,  and  no  more.  Suppose  Peter  had  said,  “  I 
will  take  Judea  for  my  field  of  labor,  and  leave  the 
rest  of  the  world  to  the  remainder  of  you,  to  divide 
among  you  as  you  best  can.”  The  other  ten  had  just 
the  same  right  to  Judea  that  he  had,  and  he  could  not 
rightfully  hold  exclusive  or  separate  occupation  of  that 
field,  until  they  relinquish  their  rights  to  it.  This  was 
impossible.  He  could  have  no  exclusive  right  to  that 
field,  or  any  other  field,  until  those  who  had  a  joint 
right  with  him  to  the  same  field,  relinquished  that 
right.  The  whole  world  was  given  to  them  jointly, 
as  the  field  of  their  labor;  and  no  one  of  them  had  a 
right  which  the  others  nad  not.  It  was  a  joint  com- 
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mission,  “  Go  ye,”  not  go  Peter,  or  John,  or  James,  to 
to  this  or  that  place,  but  go  ye,”  (ye  eleven)  .*■  into 
all  the  world,  and  preach  my  gospel  to  every  creature.’’ 
The  whole  held  was  assigned  to  the  whole  eleven,  and 
each  had  an  equal  right  to  every  part  of  it,  than  which 
nothing  can  be  plainer.  No  one  could  have  an  indi¬ 
vidual  right  to  any  portion  of  the  common  field,  until 
the  others  had  relinquished  their  rights  to  it.  No  one 
could  rightfully  occupy  any  particular  field  without  the 
consent  of  his  brethren;  and  as  no  one  could  do  all 
that  was  required  to  be  done,  nor  could  they  all  do  it, 
by  working  at  the  same  place.  The  very  necessity  of 
the  case,  required  that  a  division  of  the  work  should 
be  made,  and  this  could  not  be  done  without  submitting 
mutually  to  each  other’s  godly  judgments. 

If  preachers  have  a  right  to  choose  their  fields  of 
labor,  regardless  of  the  judgment  and  concurrence  of 
their  brethren,  they  have  rights  which  the  Apostles  had 
not,  and  hold  their  commission  under  a  different  charter, 
than  that  contained  in  the  New  Testament.  We  call 
upon  them  to  show  their  papers,  for  we  assert  fearlessly 
that  the  right  is  not  found  in  the  Apostolic  commission, 
and  we  know  of  no  other  ever  given  to  preach  the 
gospel. 

The  right  of  the  laity  to  choose  their  religious 
teachers,  has  been  pretty  fully  considered  in  the  forego¬ 
ing  part  of  this  article,  and  little  needs  to  be  said  here. 
The  gift  of  the  Christian  ministry,  was  a  gift  to  the 
whole  world  ;  and  as  that  whole  ministry  had  equal 
rights  to  that  whole  world ;  so  that  whole  world  had 
equal  claims  on  that  whole  ministry.  No  one  place 
had  any  more  rights  to  the  labor  of  Peter,  John,  or 
James,  than  all  other  places  had.  Their  rights  were 
all  equal.  And  as  their  claimants  could  not  meet  to¬ 
gether,  for  a  mutual  adjustment  of  their  , claims— -to 


28  The  Priesthood  of  Revealed  Religion. 

divide  out  the  laborers  among  them,  by  mutual  consent, 
no  one  place  could  ever  obtain  an  exclusive  right  to 
any  one  of  them  ;  for  it  could  not  obtain  the  rights 
that  ail  other  places  had  in  that  one,  and  until  this  was 
done,  it  could  only  have  a  right  in  common.  This  is 
all  the  right  that  any  place  can  have  to  the  labors  of  a 
minister.  And  as  no  minister  can  be  sent  to  them,  but 
such  as  they  have  a  right  to,  in  common  with  others, 
ihey  had  a  right  to  receive  any  that  might  be  sent,  and 
any  Apostle  was  good  enough  for  any  place.  The 
Apostles  had  a  right  to  divide  the  work  among  them, 
as  we  have  seen,  and  every  place  had  a  right  in  com¬ 
mon  to  the  labor  of  each  and  every  one  of  them, 
but  no  exclusive  right  to  any  one  of  them.  No  one 
could  be  sent  whom  they  had  not  a  right  to,  and  whom 
they  were  not  bound  to  receive,  by  virtue  of  that  right. 
They  were  bound  to  receive  their  own  God-given  min¬ 
ister. 

The  Christian  church  got  into  a  contention  about 
preacheis,  but  they  could  not  agree  among  themselves. 
Some  were  for  Paul,  some  for  Apollos,  and  some  for 
Cephas.  But  Paul  rebuked  them  for  their  preferences, 
and  pointed  them  to  Christ,  from  whom  all  good  came; 
and  informed  them  that  the  very  instrumentalities  that 
worldly  wisdom  lightly  esteem,  were  the  means  chosen 
of  God  to  aflect  his  great  designs  of  mercy  in  the  earth  ; 
and  that  as  they  could  not  see  as  he  saw,  they  were 
very  liable  to  mistake  their  true  interest.  They  were 
God’s  husbandry,  and  all  these  were  his  ministers,  sent 
to  cultivate  that  husbandry  ;  some  to  do  one  part  and 
some  another  ;  some  to  plant,  and  some  to  water.  Ttie 
planter  and  waterer  were  one,  not  one  person,  but  God’s 
great  one  instrumentality  to  aflect  their  salvation. 
They  needed  both.  God  gave  them  both,  but  some  of 
them  wanted  the  planter,  others  the  waterer;  in  each 
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case  only  half  they  needed,  in  this  they  were  not  wise. 
But  God  had  given  then'’,  both,  they  needed  both,  and 
were  bound  to  receive  both,  had  a  common  right  to 
both,  but  an  exclusive  right  to  neither.  See  1  Cor. 
chapters  1  and  8. 

The  ministers  had  a  common  right  to  all  places,  and 
ail  places  a  common  right  to  all  preachers.  This  was 
the  primitive  state  of  things;  and  this  is  the  present 
state  of  things.  There  can  be  no  other  ;  for  there  is 
no  other  charter  of  rights  than  that  given  to  the  Apos¬ 
tles.  No  minister  has,  or  can  have,  a  right  to  any  given 
place  indepenuent  of  the  concurrence  of  his  brethren; 
and  the  assumption  of  any  such  right  or  power,  is  a 
clear  and  undeniable  case  of  assumption,  and  ought  to 
be  corrected.  Anu  this  is  also  true  of  any  church.  We 
have  no  doubt  of  the  correctness  of  these  positions. 

If  we  would  understand  the  details  of  any  system, 
so  as  to  harmonize  those  details  in  action,  we  must 
comprehend  clearly  the  great  fundamental  principles  of 
that  system,  or  science:  and  the  connection  of  the  de¬ 
tails  with  those  principles.  This  is  especially  true  in 
the  case  under  consideration.  If  we  see  clearly  the 
rights  secured  to  Christ’s  ministers,  in  the  commission 
given  them  to  preach  the  gospel,  we  cannot  mistake 
our  way  in  carrying  out  the  details  of  the  gospel  plan. 
These  rights  will  compel  an  Itinerant  ministry.  No 
minister  can  occupy  any  relation  without  the  concur¬ 
rence  of  his  brethren.  To  do  this,  is  an  assumption  of 
their  rights,  which  he  has  no  right  to  make.  Each  and 
every  one  of  them,  have  the  same  right  to  that  station, 
that  he  has,  and  he  must  obtain  their  consent,  before 
he  can  rightfully  occupy  it ;  and  a  continuation  of  that 
consent  must  be  had  to  continue  that  occupancy; 
hence  he  is  bound  to  leave  that  place,  when  his  breth¬ 
ren  may  claim  it  for  some  other  occupant,  and  occupy 
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some  other  place  with  their  consent.  And  this  is  the 
case  with  all  ministers.  The  whole  work  is  entrusted 
to  their  whole  supervision.  Their  rights  extend  to  it 
all;  their  duties  demand  an  exercise  of  those  rights; 
they  have  no  choice  in  the  matter.  They  may  choose 
to  do  wrong,  but  they  have  no  right  to  make  such  a 
choice.  The  very  necessities  of  the  case  require  that 
they  should  meet  together  at  stated  times,  to  arrange 
the  duty  of  preaching  the  gospel  to  every  creature. 
Some  will  die,  some  will  lose  their  health,  some  may 
be  unfaithful ;  and  new  arrangements  must  be  made, 
at  short  intervals,  and  as  this  right  is  in  the  ministry, 
and  nowhere  else,  they  must  meet  together  to  do  this 
work.  And  this  absolute  necessity  is  the  controling 
element  of  Itinerancy.  Where  it  is,  Itinerancy  must 
be;  and  it  is  wherever  the  rights  secured  to  God’s  min¬ 
isters,  in  the  gospel  commission  are  regarded.  These 
rights  and  Itinerancy  are  inseparable.  There  may  be 
an  Itinerancy  of  some  sort,  where  these  rights  are  not 
regarded ;  but  there  must  be  an  Itinerancy  of  the  right 
sort,  where  they  are  regarded. 

The  rights  of  the  churches,  or  those  to  whom  the 
gospel  was  and  is  to  be  preached,  compel  the  same 
thing.  The  whole  field  have  claims  on  the  ministry, 
and  when  a  minister  in  any  one  part  of  that  field  dies, 
becomes  disabled  or  unfaithful,  that  place  has  a  right¬ 
ful  claim  on  the  whole  ministry  for  the  word  of  life; 
and  the  work  must  be  so  arranged,  as  to  give  that 
place  its  rights.  The  ministry  must  meet  the  claims 
of  the  church  and  the  world  has  on  them.  But  this  is 
not  all  ;  God  has  given  divers  gilts  or  talents,  for  -the 
edification  of  his  church.  He  gave  it  “  some  Apostles, 
some  prophets,  some  evangelists,  some  pastors,  and  some 
teachers,  for  the  perfecting  of  the  saints,  for  the  work 
of  the  ministry,  for  the  edifying  of  the  body  of  Christ,’’ 
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‘(his  church.)  Eph.  iv.  11,  12.  These  different  gifts 
are  set  in  the  church,  which  is  the  body  of  Christ,' (see 
1  cor.  xii.  27.)  for  the  edifying  of  that  body,  and  all 
parts  of  that  body  have  the  same  rights  to  those  differ¬ 
ent  gifts,  which  rights  they  never  can  enjoy  with  a 
settled  ministry — the  thing  is  wholly  impossible.  The 
church  and  body  of  Christ  must  be  deprived  of  its 
rights  on  any  other  principle  than  that  of  an  Itinerant 
ministry.  It  may  be  robbed  on  this,  but  it  must  be 
robbed  on  any  other  principle,  but  it  would  not  be  rob¬ 
bed  on  the  gospel  plan  of  Itinerancy. 

The  Itinerant  ministry  is  required — more,  demanded 
by  the  rights  of  the  ministers  of  the  Savior,  and  of  his 
church,  which  is  his  spouse  and  his  body.  We  rest 
not  the  Itinerancy  on  the  ground  of  adaptation  to  the 
wants  of  the  world,  nor  of  superior  usefulness  ;  though 
we  consider  these  good  grounds;  but  on  the  higher 
principle  of  right,  the  mighty  and  imperative  claims  of 
duty. 

It  is  not  our  object  in  this  inquiry,  to  go  into  details, 
but  to  present  great  principles,  and  the  ground  on  which 
they  rest.  These  properly  understood,  the  details  will 
be  easy.  We  have  fully  satisfied  ourself,  that  Christi¬ 
anity  can  never  triumph  in  the  earth,  until  all  the  min¬ 
isters  of  Jesus  Christ  are  Apostolic  Itinerants,  and  this 
brief  inquiry  gives  some  of  our  reasons  for  that  faith. 

EDWARD  SMITH. 
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Review  of  Rev.  E.  Smith. 


BT  LUTHER  LEE. 


I  have  no  apology  to  offer  for  reviewing  Bro.  Smith’s 
article  on  the  Priesthood.  Its  very  extraordinary 
character,  its  entire  incongruity  with  the  principles 
upon  which  we,  as  Wesleyan?,  organ  zed  in  1843: 
and  the  avowal  on  the  part  of  those  who  have  asked 
its  publication  in  the  Wesleyan,  that  it  is  designed  to 
act  upon  the  next  General  Conference,  is  reason  enough 
for  reviewing  it.  If  I  should  fail  so  to  do,  I  should 
consider  myself  false  to  my  honest  views  of  truth,  and 
to  my  former  character  and  course  of  life.  In  my  re¬ 
view  I  shall  be  plain,  but  will  be  kind.-  And  I  can 
appeal  to  the  SeaTcberof  Hearts, that  lam  moved  only 
by  an  honest  love  of  what  I  beiieve  to  be  truth,  for 
wh  ch  I  have  sacr  need  too  much,  not  to  be  willing  to 
sacrifice  the  little  that  may  remain. 

It  will  not  be  judged  necessary  to  review  all  that 
Bro.  Smith  has  said.  Much  of  it  is  true,  though  hav- 
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ing  no  bearing  on  the  main  issues  he  makes.  And 
much  which  I  judge  to  be  unsound,  has  nothing  to  do 
with  the  main  points  he  undertakes  to  prove.  These 
will  need  but  slight  attention.  His  principal  positions 
shall  be  met  as  fully  as  circumstances  admit.  The 
reader  will  bear  in  mind  that  I  write  my  review  more 
than  three  hundred  miles  from  the  office  of  publica¬ 
tion,  to  appear  only  one  week  behind  the  article  re¬ 
viewed. 

I.  THE  ISSUE  STATED. 

If  l  understand  Bro/ Smith,  he  intends  to  support  the 
following  positions : — 

1.  No  Christian  church,  or  combination  of  churches, 
or  body  of  laymen,  can  rightfully  have  any  voice  in 
determining  who  shall  preach  the  gospel. 

2.  That  no  church  or  Christian  congregation,  or 
body  of  laymen,  can  have  any  right  to  a  voice  in  set¬ 
tling  the  question,  where  any  one  minister,  or  any 
number  of  ministers  shall  go,  or  labor  at  any  given 
time. 

3.  That  no  church  or  Christian  congregation,  or 
body  of  laymen,  has  any  right  to  a  voice  in  settling 
the  question  who  shall  preach  the  gospel  amcng  them, 
and  to  them.  A  church  has  no  right  to  decline  the 
service  of  any  minister,  nor  to  select  any  one  minister 
from  among  ministers,  as  its  pastor. 

4.  That  no  minister  has  a  right  to  judge  and  deter¬ 
mine  for  himself,  where  he  will  labor,  or  where  he 
will  not  labor,  hut  must  go  where  and  when,  a  ma¬ 
jority  of  his  brethren  in  the  ministry  determine. 

5.  That  a  lay  representation  among  ministers,  as 
provided  for  by  the  Wesleyan  Discipline,  is  without 
scriptural  warrant,  and  inconsistent  with  the  rights, 
powers,  and  duties  of  the  ministry. 

H  The  above  are  not  all  the  positions  found  in  Bro. 
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Smith’s  article,  but  they  are  all  that  I  need  review. 
These  are  all  essential  to  his  theory.  He  has  not  only 
advanced  them  all,  but  he  cannot  renounce  one  of 
them,  without  subverting  his  whole  theory.  These 
points  involve  each  other,  and  are  so  connected,  not 
only  in  the  article  under  review,  but  in  the  nature  of 
the  proof  on  both  sides,  that  the  repetition,  and  space 
in  a  newspaper  article,  will  be  saved  by  arguing  them 
in  connection,  under  appropriate  heads,  noting  our 
objections. 

II.  THE  RELATION  OF  THE  ISSUE  TO  OUR  PRESENT 
ECONOMT. 

Bro.  Smith’s  plan  is  subversive  of  our  present  econo* 
my.  It  is  no  part  of  what  our  economy  was  made, 
when  we  organized  at  the  Utica  Convention  in  1843. 
And  it  is  no  part  of  what  our  economy  has  become  by 
the  action  of  the  two  General  Conferences  which  have 
transpired.  Every  one  of  Bro.  Smith’s  points  is  nega¬ 
tived,  by  the  Wesleyan  Discipline,  as  it  came  from  the 
organizing  convention,  and  as  it  now  is.  It  cannot  be 
engralted  upon  Wesleyan  economy  as  an  amendment; 
but  if  adopted  at  all,  it  must  be  as  a  substitute  to  the 
subversion  of  all  that  was  new  in  polity  and  which 
gave  rise  to  a  new  organization.  A  few  quotations 
will  show  this. 

The  eighth  paragraph  of  the  Elementary  Principles 
reads  thus 

“  Whatever  power  may  be  necessary  to  the  forma¬ 
tion  of  rules  and  regulations,  is  inherent  jn  the  minis¬ 
ters  and  members  of  the  church  ;  but  so  much  of  that 
power  may  be  delegated,  irom  time  to  time,  upon  a 
plan  of  representation,  as  they  may  judge  necessary 
and  proper.’’ 

’Here  the  ministers  and  members  are  classed  together 
as  possessing  in  common  the  power  to  make  rules  and 
regulations,  and  the  principle  of  delegation  is  sanction- 
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ed.  This  is  subversive  of  every  one  of  Bro.  Smith’s 
fundamental  points. 

The  tenth  Judiciary  Rule  reads  thus : — 

“  When  charges  are  preferred  against  an  elder,  he 
shall  be  arrested  and  brought  to  trial  by  the  elder  in 
charge  of  his  circuit  or  station,  or  by  the  nearest  elder 
in  charge,  who  shall  appoint  three  or  more  elders,  to¬ 
gether  with  the  same  number  of  laymen,  as  a  court  of 
inquiry  before  whom  the  accused  shall  be  summoned 
to  appear  and  answer.  This  committee  may  acquit, 
censure,  or  suspend,  till  the  ensuing  annual  conter- 
ence,  whose  decision  shall  be  final.” 

Here  laymen  are  called  in  to  judge  a  minister,  and 
have  a  controlling  power  over  his  office,  to  suspend 
him  from  its  functions.  This  is  subversive  of  Bro. 
Smith’s  theory  of  a  ministry,  independent  of  a  laity. 
The  Annual  Conferences  are  composed  of  one-half 
laymen  •  and  no  man  can  be  elected  to  the  priest’s  of¬ 
fice,  or  be  inducted  into  the  office,  without  the  votes  of 
these  laymen.  This  subverts  the  theory  of  Bro.  Smith 
concerning  the  priesthood.  The  same  An.  Conference 
composed  of  one-half  laymen,  holds  all  the  controlling 
power  that  existed  any  where,  save  in  the  ministers 
and  churches  individually ,  to  determine  where  minis¬ 
ters  should  labor ;  and  this  might  defeat,  by  laymen’s 
votes,  any  ministerial  plan  of  labor.  Or  laymen  might 
by  their  votes  in  the  Annual  Conferences,  determine 
where  individual  ministers  shall  labor,  wh  ch  subverts 
his  whole  theory. 

Again,  “  the  stationing  committee,”  as  it  was  called 
in  the  first  Discipline,  is  composed  of  three  ministers 
and  three  laymen,  with  the  President  of  the  Annual 
Conference  for  chairman.  Here  laymen  had  a  voice 
in  saying  where  ministers  shall  labor.  It  is  made  the 
duty  of  this  committee  “  to  station  the  preachers,  con¬ 
firming,  as  far  as  practicable,  all  arrangements  made 
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between  preachers  and  people.”  Here  the  right  of  the 
preachers  to  select  their  own  fields  of  labor,  and  the 
right  of  the  churches  to  select  their  own  pastors,  is 
clearly  recognized.  These  arrangements  were  abso¬ 
lute  between  the  people  and  ministers,  and  could  not 
lawfully  be  broken  up  by  the  stationing  committee. 
They  were  required  to  confirm  them,  <las  far  as  prac¬ 
ticable.-’  Now,  any  thing  is  practicable,  which  can  be 
done  by  an  application  of  the  power  and  means  at 
hand.  Mr.  Webster  says,  that  is  practicable  which 
i‘  may  be  done,  effected,  or  performed  by  human  means 
or  powers  that  can  be  applied.’’  This  makes  every 
thing  practicable  which  can  be  done  by  the  means 
possessed.  This  placed  it  beyond  the  power  of  the 
stationing  committee  to  break  up  any  contracts  between 
an  individual  minister  and  church.  They  were  only 
exempted  from  their  obligation  to  confirm  such  con¬ 
tracts,  when  they  found  it  impossible  so  to  do,  for  want 
of  the  requisite  means.  If  an  arrangement  had  been 
entered  into  between  a  minister  and  a  church,  and  one 
of  the  parties  became  unable  to  fulfil  the  contract,  or 
absolutely  refused  to  do  so,  it  would  not  be  practicable 
to  confirm  it.  But  so  long  as  both  parties  should  ap¬ 
pear  and  insist  upon  their  own  arrangement,  and  show 
an  ability  to  fulfil  their  engagements,  it  would  be  prac¬ 
ticable  to  confirm  it,  and  the  committee  must  be  bound 
by  the  plain  letter  of  the  law  to  do  it. 

The  same  rule  provides  “  that  no  preacher  shall  be 
appointed  to ’any  station  or  circuit,  contrary  to  the  ex¬ 
pressed  wishes  of  the  station  or  circuit.”  This  gives 
the  churches  the  right  of  refusing  the  services  of  any 
preacher.  These  provisions  of  the  Discipline,  all  of 
which  were  put  into  it  when  it  was  formed  by  the 
Utica  Convention,  are  totally  irreconcilable  with  Bro, 
Smith’s  views.  I  need  not  discuss  the  disagreement 
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of  his  views  with  the  Discipline  as  it  now  is,  for  he 
will  admit  that  it  is  now  less  conformable  to  his  views 
than  as  it  was  originally  settled.  I,  however,  shall  be 
prepared  to  show,  on  a  proper  occasion,  that  no  new 
principle  has  been  introduced,  but  only  the  old  ones 
made  plainer  and  more  easily  of  application  ;  in. reply 
to  such  as  have  claimed  that  the  last  General  Confer¬ 
ence  transcended  its  powers. 

1  need  not  pursue  this  subject  farther.  It  is  clear 
that  the  views  that  Bro.  Smith  now  advocates,  are  a 
new  theory;  that  they  were  unknown  to  the  framers 
of  the  Discipline,  and  are  entirely  subversive  of  our 
present  economy.  What  was  Bro.  Smith  dreaming 
about  during  the  Utica  Convention,  and  during  the 
Cleveland  General  Conference,  of  which  he  was  an 
active  member  ?  He  has  since  boasted  that  every 
section  of  that  Discipline  passed  under  his  personal  re- 
iew.  Why  then  did  he  sanction  rules  so  wickedly  at 
war  with  the  government  of  God,  and  subversive  of 
the  rights  and  powers  of  the  order  of  priesthood,  God 
has  appointed  ?  This  question  can  be  answered  only 
by  saying,  that  he  has  changed  his  views  Well,  if 
he  has  changed,  I  have  not.  I  hold  now  the  same 
views  of  the  ecclesiastical  polity  I  advocated  in  the 
Utica  Convention,  and  have  advocated  ever  since,  and 
advocate  still,  in  opposition  to  Bro.  Smith’s  new 
views. 

Could  the  views  now  advocated  by  Bro.  Smith  have 
been  embodied  in  the  Discipline  at  the  Utica  Conven¬ 
tion  1  No,  never !  They  would,  if  pressed  upon  it, 
have  exploded  the  convention,  and  have  blown  it  to 
the  four  winds.  That  body  met  to  organize  a  religious 
connection  more  liberal  in  polity  than  the  M.  E.  church, 
and  they  so  did.  I  and  many  others,  entered  into  it 
with  all  our  hearts,  and  have  for  more  than  nine  years 


<l  The  Priesthood  of  Revealed  Religion."  41 

been  devoting  our  undivided  energies  to  building  it  up, 
and  in  propagating  the  principles  we  there  adopted:  I 
for  one  have  not  been  idle.  I  have  been  in  the  thick¬ 
est  of  the  battle,  and  now  a  theory  is  proposed  which 
is  less  liberal  than  the  polity  of  any  protestant  denomi¬ 
nation.  It  is  absolutely  Popery  itself,  as  far  as  it 
goes ! 

If  those  views  could  not  have  been  embodied  in  the 
Discipline  at  the  Utica  Convention,  can  they  be  sub¬ 
stituted  for  cur  present  economy,  by  our  next  General 
Conference!  I  think  not.  If  a  majority  could  be 
screwed  up  to  adopt  them,  they  would  blow  us  into 
fragments.  I  have,  and  can  have  no  sympathy  with 
such  views  :  I  could  not  labor  to  build  up  such  views, 
or  to  build  up  a  connection,  which,  as  a  connection, 
should  adopt  such  views.  I  arn  not  alone  here.  Very 
few,  if  any  of  the  ministers  of  our  personal  acquain¬ 
tance  would  submit  to  such  views.  The  churches 
would  not.  The  church  with  which  I  now  labor,  and 
with  which  the  next  General  Conference  is  to  beheld, 
would  not,  I  have  reason  to  believe,  submit  to  such 
principles  for  one  day.  It  is  too  late  in  the  day  to  tell 
Wesleyan  Churches  in  this  section  of  the  country,  that 
they  have  no  right  to  say  who  they  will  have  for  their 
religious  teachers — from  whose  lips  they  will  hear  the 
word-^and  from  whose  hands  they  will  receive  the 
bread  and  wine  of  the  Sacrament.  Will  the  West 
sustain  such  views  1  I  think  not.  The  noble  West 
will  not  desert  her  Eastern  brethren,  by  deserting  the 
principles  of  our  common  connection,  to  support  which 
we  have  labored  and  suffered  together.  Tney  will  not 
adopt  a  platform  more  illiberal  than  the  one  from 
which  we  were  scourged  by  the  hand  of  oppression,  and 
driven  to  organize  a  new  connection  where  we  can 
breathe  the  air  of  religious  liberty.  Stand  fast,  bre> 


42 


Lee's  Review  of 

thren,  in  1  he  liberty  wherewith  Christ  hath  made  you 
tree,  and  be  net  entangled  again  in  the  yoke  of  bond¬ 
age.  1  close  my  remarks  on  the  relation  of  the  issue 
to  our  present  economy,  by  saying,  that  for  the  Gene¬ 
ral  Conference  to  adopt  Bro.  Smith’s  views,  would  be 
dearly  to  dissolve  our  present  connection. 

III.  the  issue  bro.  smith  has  made  is  not  sustained 

BY  HIS  ARGUMENTS. 

This  is  a  more  important  part  of  my  review;  as 
“  what  is  truth  V ’  is  the  real  question,  and  not  what 
have  we  held  I  what  do  we  hold?  what  are  we  likely 
to  hold  ?  or  what  is  likely  to  happen  ? 

1.  All  that  Bro.  Smith  has  said  of  the  Patriarchal 
priesthood,  and  of  the  Jewish  priesthood,  has  no  bear¬ 
ing  whatever  on  the  question.  Were  I  to  admit  all  he 
has  said  on  this  subject,  nothing  would  be  lost  to  my 
argument,  and  nothing  gained  to  his.  Suppose,  as  he 
says,  the  first  born  son  was  priest  among  the  patriarchs 
it  proves  nothing,  only  that  Cain  was  God’s  appointed 
priest,  and  that  Abel,  who  offered  the  accepted  gift  had 
no  right  to  exercise  the  priests  office  !  It  may  prove 
a  few  other  like  things;  but  it  proves  nothing  con¬ 
cerning  the  Christian  ministry.  The  Jewish  priest¬ 
hood  was  instituted  by  G  d  directly,  and  depended  up¬ 
on  a  positive  and  well-defined  law,  and  hence  to  op¬ 
pose  or  resist  it,  was  to  oppose  God.  This  accounts 
for  the  fact  that  God  vindicated  it  so  terribly  in  the 
case  of  Ksrah  and  his  company.  But  it  proves  nothing 
concerning  the  Christian  ministry.  Does  Bro.  Smith 
think  by  that  to  frighten  men  into  his  views  I  He 
might  as  well  quote  the  fact  that  none  but  the  high 
priest  was  ever  allowed  to  appear  before  the  mercy 
seat  behind  the  inner  veil  of  the  sanctuary,  to  prove 
that  a  layman  should  never  step  within  a  Christian 
altar,  or  in  a  Christian  pulpit.  Or  he  might  as  well 


11  The  Priesthood  of  Revealed  Religion .”  43 

quote  the  fact  that  the  high  priest  himself  did  not  ap¬ 
proach,  but  with  fear  and  trembling,  lest,  if  he  should 
transgress,  he  should  be  struck  dead — to  enforce  the 
duty  of  solemnity  on  the  part  of  gospel  ministers.  We 
are  under  a  more  liberal  dispensation,  which  invites 
the  whole  congregation  to  the  mercy  seat — not  the 
priests  merely — with  boldness, not  with  fear  and  trem¬ 
bling,  as  the  Jewish  priest  approached. 

But  to  come  more  directly  to  the  point.  There  is  no 
analogy  between  the  priests  of  the  Old  Testament  and 
the  gospel  ministry. 

(1.)  The  Mosaic  priesthood  was  abolished  entirely  and 
absolutely,  and  all  its  ordinances  and  ceremonies  were 
nailed  to  the  cross  and  blotted  our.  It  was  not  re 
formed,  remoedled,  and  continued  in  the  gospel  ministry, 
or  in  any  other  way,  but  abolished  and  ended. 

(2.)  The  Jewish  priesthood  was  wholly  unlike  the 
gospel  ministry  in  the  mode  of  appointment.  God  ap¬ 
pointed  only  the  tribe  and  the  family  to  be  priests ; 
and  priests  under  the  law  were  such  by  lineal  de¬ 
scent  ;  but  it  is  not  so  under  the  gospel.  Each  minis¬ 
ter  must  be  separately  called.  Nothing  can  therefore 
be  proved  from  the  mode  of  appointing  Jewish  priests, 
concerning  the  mode  of  apnointing  the  ministers  of  the 
gospel. 

(3.)  The  prophets  of  the  old  dispensation  were  better 
and  clearer  representations  of  the  gospel  ministry  than 
the  priests.  They  were  called  to  the  office  and  were 
not  such  by  lineal  descent,  like  the  priests.  This  of¬ 
fice  is  recognized  in  the  New  Testament,  and  the  office 
and  work  exists  to  some  extent  in  the  person  of  every 
truly  constituted  gospel  minister. 

Thus  it  is  clear  that  Bro.  Smith’s  argument  drawn 
from  the  Patriarchal  and  Jewish  pries  hood  proves 
nothing  to  his  purpose.  It,  however,  contains  many 
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errors  which  I  need  not  point  out,  as  they  have  no  di¬ 
rect  bearing  on  the  question. 

2.  Bro.  Smith’s  argument  from  the  appointment  of 
apostles  proves  nothing  to  his  purpose.  I  freely  admit 
that  Christ  did  appoint  the  apostles  directly  and  abso¬ 
lutely,  and  that  they  were  the  first  ministers  ot  the 
gospel ;  but  it  proves  nothing  concern’ng  the  manner 
of  appointing  ministers  now,  or  of  their  rights  and 
powers,  for  the  following  reasons  : 

(1.)  Ministers  are  not  and  cannot  now  be  appointed 
as  the  apostles  were  appointed.  They  were  appointed 
by  Christ  in  person,  by  word,  by  human  voice,  but 
Christ  appoints  no  ministers  now  personally  ;  he  says 
now  to  no  man  in  human  language,  “follow  me,  and 
I  will  make  you  a  fisher  of  men.’’ 

(2.)  The  apostles  were  inspired  and  po  sessed  the 
gift  of  miracles,  which  power  to  work  miracles  was  a 
sufficient  proof  of  their  divine  appointment  everywhere 
they  went.  This  rendered  testimonials  from  the  bre¬ 
thren  or  churches  unnecessary.  But  as  ministers  now 
have  no  such  gift,  they  need  to  be  recognized  by  some 
church  or  ecclesiastical  body,  and  to  receive  testimo¬ 
nials  when  they  go  among  strangers. 

(3.)  As  the  apostles  were  inspired,  and  had  the  pro¬ 
mise  that  the  Holy  Spirit  should  guide  them  into  all 
truth,  they  might  well  be  trusted  with  powers,  which 
would  not  be  safe  in  the  hands  of  uninspired  men.  If 
it  were  admitted  that  the  apostles,  who  were  thus  in¬ 
spired,  had  absolute  power  to  dispose  of  their  labors 
without  consulting  the  churches,  and  to  govern  the 
churches,  it  would  not  prove  it  to  be  right  or  safe  for 
Luther  Lee  or  Edward  Smith  to  have  the  same  powers. 

(4.)  The  apostles  were  a  special  order  of  ministers, 
appointed  with  special  powers,  for  a  special  and  tem¬ 
porary  purpose  ;  and  apostles  have  no  successors. 
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This  Bro.  Smith  admits.  From  these  considerations  it 
is  clear  that  the  mode  in  which  they  were  appointed, 
and  the  powers  which  they  may  have  possessed,  can¬ 
not  prove  anything  concerning  the  appointment  and 
powers  of  ministers  now. 

3.  Bro.  Smith’s  argument  founded  upon  his  assump¬ 
tion  that  the  ministry  was  before  the  church,  equally 
fads  to  prove  anything  to  his  purpose.  Of  the  ap¬ 
pointment  of  the  apostles,  Bro.  Smith  says  : 

“  They  were  not  constituted  in  whole,  or  in  part  by 
the  church,  for  there  was  no  church  to  consult  in  the 
matter,  when  these  men  were  called,  in  the  early  part 
of  the  Savior’s  ministry.’’ 

(1.)  This  is  not  true  in  fact.  All  good  people  con¬ 
stituted  the  Church  of  God,  and  have  in  all  ages  of  the 
world.  The  apostles  themselves,  with  aU  other  pious 
persons,  who  attended  Christ’s  ministry,  and  there 
were  many,  constituted  the  church  before  the  apostles 
were  appointed.  If  all  good  persons  constitute  the 
church,  then  there  must  be  a  church  before  there  can 
he  a  ministry  ;  or  ihe  first  ministers  must  be  bad  men. 
The  fact  that  the  church  was  not  visibly  organized,  as 
it  afterwards  was,  makes  no  difference;  since  Jesus 
Christ  was  present,  who  could  read  the  hearts  of  all, 
and  knew  just  who  constituted  the  church. 

(2.)  If  Bro.  Smith’s  position  that  there  was  no 
church,  was  true,  it  would  prove  nothing  to  his  pur¬ 
pose.  I  admit  that  Christ  did  not  consult  the  church, 
as  to  the  appointment  of  the  apostles.  But  what  was 
done  at  a  time  when  there  was  no  church,  according 
to  Bro.  Smith,  can  prove  nothing  as  to  what  ought  to 
be  done  after  a  church  was  organized,  and  its  rules 
settled.  The  church  was  not  fully  organized,  and  the 
apostles  were  appointed  with  plenary  power  to  or¬ 
ganize  it,  and  to  settle  its  ministry  and  government. 
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Christ  said,  Matt,  xviii.  18,  “  Whatsoever  ye  shali 
bind  on  earth,  shall  be  bound  in  heaven,  and  whatso¬ 
ever  ye  shall  loose  on  earth,  shall  be  loosed  in  heaven 
]  understand  this  text  to  authorize  them  to  settle  the 
government  of  the  church,  and  that  such  principles  as 
they  should  settle  should  be  ratified  in  heaven.  But 
to  show  the  safety  of  this  position,  I  will  quote  what 
Christ  said  again.  John  xiv.  26,  The  Comforter, 
which  is  the  Holy  Ghost,  whom  the  Father  will  send 
in  my  name,  he  shall  teach  you  all  things,  and  bring 
all  things  to  your  remembrance,  whatsoever  I  have 
said  unto  you.”  In  chap.  xvi.  13,  Christ  says  of  the 
Spirit,  “  He  will  guide  you  into  all  truth — and  He  will 
show  you  things  to  come.” 

Their  appointment  was  then  to  organize  the  church, 
and  to  settle  the  principles  of  its  government,  under 
the  guidance  of  the  Spirit,  which  was  to  bring  to  their 
remembrance  all  that  Christ  had  said  unto  them — 
guide  them  into  all  truth,  and  show  them  things  to 
come.  Nothing,  then,  could  be  more  fallacious  than 
to  argue  fr  m  the  mode  of  their  appointment,  wbat  is 
the  mode  of  appointing  ministers  since  they  have 
discharged  their  mission,  and  settled  the  government  of 
the  church  ;  or,  than  to  argue  from  their  powers  and 
prerogatives,  what  are  the  powers  and  prerogalives  of 
common  ministers,  who  are  appointed  in  no  such  way, 
to  no  such  extraordinary  work,  with  no  such  extraor¬ 
dinary  gifts.  To  come  at  a  correct  view  of  the  ap¬ 
pointment  of  ministers,  and  their  powers  and  preroga¬ 
tives,  and  the  government  of  the  church,  we  must  not. 
reason  from  the  mode  in  which  the  apostles  were  ap¬ 
pointed,  and  the  powers  they  possessed,  but  from  what 
they  did  and  taught;  the  principles  they  settled. 

The  above  reasoning  shows  how  fallacious  Bro.  S. 
is  in  attempting  to  derive  the  appointment  and  powers 
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of  ministers  now,  from  the  concussion  given  to  the 
apostles.  He  says : 

•Jlr 

“  When  the  Savior  gave  his  commission,  he  assured 
them,  that  he  would  be  with  them  always,  even  to  the 
end  of  the  world,  or  as  the  Saxon  renders  it,  ‘  And  be 
with  you  all  days,  until  world  ending,’  and  that  all 
power  was  now  given  to  him. 

“  This  is  the  only  commission  by  Christ  to  preach  hi3 
gospel.  This  is  the  charter,  all  the  charter,  and  the 
only  charter  of  the  Christian  ministry.” 

This  is  not  our  only  charter,  or  all  the  charter  of  the 
Christian  ministry.  It  was  the  charter  of  the  apostles, 
taken  in  connexion  with  previous  instructions  noticed 
above  to  go  and  organize  the  church  and  the  ministry, 
and  set  in  operation  a  system  that  should  ultimately 
reach  all  the  world.  But  our  charter  embraces  also 
what  they  did  ;  it  is  the  system  they  established  in  the 
exercise  of  their  chartered  powers.  Nor  is  this  the 
only  commission  by  Christ  to  preach  his  gospel.  Se¬ 
venty  had  previously  been  commissioned  to  preach. 
Nor  is  this  a  commission  to  preach  the  gospel  now. 
It  was  a  commission,  or  a  command  to  the  apostles  to 
set  the  system  in  motion,  hut  it  commissions  no  man 
now,  and  no  man  can  now  claim  to  be  commissioned 
by  it,  since  it  designates  no  man  in  particular.  This 
is  a  written  document  to  be  seen  and  read,  and  no  man 
can  claim  such  a  document  as  his  commission,  unless 
he  can  show  us  his  name  in  it,  or  show  that  it  bears 
his  address;  hut  this  was  addressed  specifically  to  the 
apostles,  and  beyond  them  it  cannot  be  claimed  as  a 
commission,  since  it  designates  no  one  more  than  ano¬ 
ther.  If  this  is  the  commission  of  every  minister  now, 
they  have  all  been  commissioned  for  nearly  two  thou¬ 
sand  years.  The  truth  is,  a  man,  to  constitute  him  a 
minister  of  Jesus  Christ,  must  have  a  call,  or  an  ap¬ 
pointment  io  the  work,  besides  all  and  everything  that 
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can  be  inferred  from  the  commission  of  the  apostles. 
What  constitutes  that  cal),  or  how  it  is  communicated, 
need  not  be  discussed  in  this  place ;  it  is  clear  enough 
that  it  must  be  personal,  individual,  and  distinct  in  each 
particular  case.  Bio.  Smith  says  this  commission  of 
the  apostles  was  to  them  and  to  their  successors  in  of¬ 
fice.  But  this,  if  admitted,  does  not  help  his  view,  or 
embarrass  mine,  as  the  commission  does  not  designate 
who  their  successors  are,  and,  hence,  each  minister 
must  have  another  commission,  appointing  him  in  par¬ 
ticular,  and  that  appointment  cannot  take  place  as  the 
apostles  were  appointed,  nor  can  its  mode  be  inferred 
from  the  manner  of  their  appointment. 

Bro.  Smith’s  argument  founded  upon  the  assumption 
that  the  ministry  was  before  the  church,  is  equally  un¬ 
sound,  when  he  applies  it  to  the  present  ministry  and 
churches.  A  minister  is  indeed  before  a  local  church, 
which  he  collects  and  organizes — the  members  of 
which  are  converted  through  his  labors.  But  while 
he  is  before  his  new  church,  he  is  after  some  other 
church,  which  existed  before  he  was  a  minister,  oi 
which  he  was  a  member,  before  he  was  a  minister,  and 
by  whose  action  and  influence  he  was  introduced  into 
the  work  of  the  ministry — who  judged  and  decided  the 
validity  of  his  call — who  gave  him  letters  of  commen¬ 
dation— who  sent  him  and  supported  him  as  a  mission¬ 
ary  while  he  raised  such  new  church — and  1 1  whom 
iie  may  be  answerable  for  his  Christian  and  ministerial 
conduct  while  he  is  organizing  the  supposed  new 
church,  and  engaged  in  raising  it  up.  All  this  may 
exist,  and  it  shows  how  perectly  powerless  is  Bro. 
Smith’s  argument. 

Again,  such  new  church,  though  it  be  organized  by 
a  minister,  who  was  a  minister  before  they  were  a 
church,  when  it  is  organized,  and  becomes  a  church, 
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it  becomes  invested  with  ^all  the?  rights,  powers  and 
immunities  of  a  church.  And  if  it  be  the  right  of 
•churches  to  choose  their  own  religious  teachers,  it  has 
the  power  to  decline  the  services  of  the  minister  who 
organized  it,  when  they  believe  him  no  longer  useful 
omong  them,  and  to  elect  another  to  be  their  minister. 

It  has  been  made  plain  that  the  mere  fact  that  he 
was  a  minister  before  they  were  a  church,  cannot 
jrove  that  they  have  no  such  right.  The  question, 
therefore,  is  not  which  existed  first,  but  what  are  the 
relative  rights  and  powers  of  ministers  and  churches, 
where  churches  exist  1  To  settle  this  question,  we 
must  go  to  the  New  Testament  which  shall  be  attend¬ 
ed  to  in  due  time. 

This  view  is  strengthened  by  the  fact  that  a  church 
may  exist  without  the  agency  of  a  minister.  Indivi¬ 
dual  Christians  may  collect  at  a  given  locality  without 
a  minister.:  or  men,  women,  and  children  may  be  con¬ 
verted  through  the  instrumentality,  under  God,  of  lay 
members  who  are  not  commissioned  to  go  into  all  the 
world,  on  Bro.  Smith’s  plan.  Such  converted  persons 
may  have  had  a  Christian  education  before  they  were 
converted,  and  being  in  a  locality  where  there  is  no 
organized  church,  and  no  world-wide  commissioned 
minister,  they  can  associate  together  and  be  a  church 
of  Jesus  Christ,  without  a  minister,  until  they  can  get 
one.  And  to  say,  as  Bro.  Smith  does,  that  they  have 
no  right  to  select  one  from  among  the  ministers,  is  to 
assert  what  cannot  be  proved,  and  what  we  think  but 
few  will  believe. 

4.  Bro.  Smith’s  argument  designed  to  prove  that  no 
church  can  have  a  right  to  reject  a  minister  whom 
God  sends,  is  equally  unsound,  and  fails  to  accomplish 
his  object.  His  words  ate  : 

“  The  next  thing  to  be  considered  is  the  obligation 
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of  Ihe  Church  of  God,  and  of  the  world  to  receive  th<r 
ministrations  of  the  priesthood  God  ordains — to  receive 
those  he  calls  and  sends  to  preach  his  gospel/’ 

This  places  the  churches  in  their  organic  capacities- 
in  the  same  relation  to  the  ministers  of  the  Gospel 
that  it  does  the  heathen  or  unchristian  world,  to  which 
I  object,  but  will  not  argue  the  point. 

(1.)  This  argument  is  defective  because  it  confounds- 
the  apostles  and  inspired  ministers  with  the  uninspired 
ministers  of  our  own  times.  Every  proof  text  which 
Bro.  Smith  has  quoted  to  sustain  this  argument,  relate© 
to  the  apostles.  He  says,  “  Ministers  of  the  gospel  are 
God’s  ambassadors,  (see  2  Cor.  v.  20,)  sent  to  treat 
with  a  world  of  enemies  to  his  government.”  The 
churches  are  not  of  the  world  of  enemies,  but  those 
among  whom  ministers  are  raised  up,  and  by  whomr 
they  are  supported.  But  the  apostles  were  sent  of 
God,  were  ambassadors  for  Christ,  in  a  higher  sense 
than  any  minister  can  now  claim.  The  apostle  said,, 
“  as  though  God  did  beseech  you  by  us/’  So  in  the 
text  which  Bro.  Smith  quotes  from  Christ  t  “He  that 
receiveth  you  receiveth  me,  he  that  receiveth  whomso¬ 
ever  I  send  receiveth  me.”  “He  that  heareth  you,, 
heareth  me,  and  he  that  despiseth  you  despiseth  me.” 
This  was  true  to  the  letter,  in  the  case  of  the  apostles  j, 
they  were  ambassadors  for  Christ ;  they  did  beseech  in 
Christ’s  stead,  and  those  that  heard  them  heard  Christ; 
for  they  were  inspired.  What  they  said,  and  what, 
they  wrote  was  the  law  jure  divino ,  and  is  binding  on 
us  and  on  all  world,  as  the  revealed  will  of  God.  But 
it  is  not  true  of  what  ministers  now  teach  and  write. 
How  fallacious  is  it  then  to  rely  upon  such  texts  to 
prove  the  duty  of  the  people  to  submit  to  the  dictation 
of  ministers,  whom  they  have  not  chosen,  and  whom 
God  has  not  inspired.  It  is  to  place  the  church  and 
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the  world  in  the  same  relation;  and  under  the  same 
obligation  to  the  uninspired  ministrj',  that  they  are  to 
an  inspired  ministry;  which  needs  only  to  be  looked 
at  in  its  true  light  to  be  rejected  by  sober  men. 

(2.)  This  argument  of  Bro.  Smith  is  defective,  be-  * 
cause  it  confounds  the  declining  o*  the  services  of  an 
accredited  minister,  with  the  rejection  of  such  minister, 
and  the  rejection  of  the  truth  he  preaches  or  proposes 
to  preach. 

First,  a  church  may  decline  to  receive  and  support  a 
man  as  their  i  astor,  while  they  believe  and  practice 
every  truth  he  holds  and  preaches.  It  cannot  be  said 
that  they  reject  Christ  and  his  gospel. 

Second,  a  church  may  decline  the  services  of  a  mi¬ 
nister,  because  they  are  not  satisfied,  for  the  time-being, 
that  he  is  really  a  minister  of  Jesus  Christ.  They 
cannot  be  charged  with  rejecting  Christ  and  his  gospel, 
if  they  act  honestly,  and  they  may  be  in  honest  doubt. 

Thirdly,  a  church  may  refuse  to  receive  a  m mister 
on  the  ground  of  a  want  of  adaptation,  on  his  part,  to 
their  community,  while  they  might  acknowledge  him 
as  a  minister  well  adapted  to  some  other  church  or  com¬ 
munity.  Such  a  course  would  not  render  them  liable 
to  the  charge  of  rejecting  Christ  his  ministers  and  his 
gospel,  and  does  not  bring  the  case  within  the  scope  of 
Bro.  Smith’s  argument. 

Fourthly,  a  church  may  refuse  to  receive  a  particu¬ 
lar  minister,  because  they  have  one ;  or  have  the  offer 
of  one,  whom  they  believe  will  be  more  useful.  They 
may  both  be  good  men,  but  they  cannot  receive  them 
both,  and  they  take  their  choice.  According  to  Bro. 
Smith’s  theory,  they  have  no  right  to  do  this,  and  are 
chargeable  with  usurping  a  right  which  does  not  be¬ 
long  to  them.  If  they  may  not  choose  between  two 
ministers,  when  both  offer  their  services,  they  must 
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receive  both  or  neither,  until  they  can  find  a  third 
party  that  can  show  a  divine  right  to  decide  between 
them.  I  know  not  where  to  look  for  such  power  on 
earth,  that  I  can  recognize. 

(3.)  This  argument  is  defective,  because  it  con¬ 
founds  an  appointment  to  the  work  of  the  ministry 
with  an  appointment  to  the  pastorate  of  a  particular 
church.  These  are  two  distinct  things;  a  man  may 
be  a  minister,  without  being  i he  pastor  of  any  particu¬ 
lar  church  for  a  time.  Bro.  Smith  holds  the  following 
language  on  this  point. 

“We  have  seen,  that,  in  all  ages,  the  Almighty  has 
given  to  the  people  and  to  the  world  the  priesthood, 
and  that  no  other  being  or  beings  were  ever  permitted 
to  say,  who  should  or  who  should  not  be  his  ministers. 
His  ministers  always  was,  now  are,  and  ever  will  be 
the  sent  ol  God.  This  being  the  case,  rhe  church  and 
the  world  must  receive  those  whom  he  sends,  or  do 
without.  It  is  they  or  none.  To  say  they  will  no 
receive  those  he  sends  is  to  rebel  against  (him).’’ 

All  this  may  be  true  without  proving  anything  to 
Bro.  Smith’s  purpose,  or  without  effecting  the  right  of 
the  churches  to  choose  their  own  ministers.  Suppose 
I  admit  that  all  ministers  are  sent  by  God,  and  that  no 
church  can  have  a  minister  but  one  sent  by  God,  still, 
according  to  Bro.  Smith’s  theory,  they  are  not  all  sent 
to  one  church,  nor  are  they  sent  by  God  to  any  parti¬ 
cular  church.  They  are  all  sent  by  God  to  preach  the 
gospel,  but  in  what  particular  locality  each  shall 
preach  it,  God  does  not  decide.  It  cannot  be  pretend 
ed  that  God  assigns  to  each  minister,  whom  he  sends, 
a  particular  field  of  labor  ;  no  man,  not  even  Bro. 
Smith,  will  go  to  any  particular  church,  and  tell  them 
that  God  sent  him  there,  and  if  they  refuse  to  receive 
him,  they  will  resist  the  direct  appointment  of  God. 
Bro.  Smith  does  not  hold  that  God  sends  the  ministers 
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individually  to  take  charge  of  the  individual  churches  ; 
he  only  contends  that  God  sends  the  ministers  as  a 
whole,  to  the  church  as  a  whole,  and  to  the  whole 
world. 

This  sending  by  God  does  not  give  any  local  church 
a  minister,  or  any  minister  a  local  church,  as  his  par¬ 
ticular  field.  God’s  sending  simp'y  gives  all  the 
churches  to  all  the  ministers,  and  all  the  ministers  to 
all  the  churches.  This  division  of  the  work  must  be 
otherwise  provided  for  than  by  God’s  sending.  God’s 
sending  does  not  lay  any  particular  church  under  ob¬ 
ligation  to  receive  any  one  minister  more  than  another, 
and  it  cannot  lay  a  church  under  obligation  to  receive 
them  all.  A  church,  therefore,  cannot  be  deprived  of 
its  right  to  choose  its  own  minister  from  among  those 
whom  God  sends  by  the  simple  fact  that  God  sends 
them  thus  in  general;  nor  can  a  church  be  bound  to 
receive  any  particular  minister,  unless  it  be  upon  their 
own  preference,  or  by  virtue  of  some  right  or  authority 
located  somewhere,  to  divide  the  ministers  among  the 
churches,  after  God  has  sent  them  in  common  to  all 
the  churches.  This  power  to  divide  and  especially  to 
appropriate  ministerial  labor,  must  be  found  and  es¬ 
tablished  by  Bro.  Smith,  or  his  whole  argument  found¬ 
ed  upon  the  fact  that  God  sends  all  ministers  must 
fall;  for  that  sending,  gives  no  minister  a  church,  and 
no  church  a  minister,  and  must  leave  the  ministers  and 
churches  free  to  choose  for  themselves,  until  this  other 
power^s  found  and  proved,  to  make  the  appointments. 
This,  then,  is  the  last  chance  for  his  argument. 

He  says  it  is  lodged  with  the  ministers  themselves  ; 
that  a  majority  of  the  ministers  determine  where  each 
man  shall  labor.  This  we  deny,  but  wave  the  argu¬ 
ment  here,  and  proceed  to  show  that  this  position  over¬ 
throws  his  whole  argument  founded  on  the  fact  that 
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God  sends  his  ministers.  If  the  ministers  have  the 
right,  thus  by  a  majority  vote,  to  appoint  themselves, 
without  consulting  the  churches;  and  if  the  churches 
are  bound  by  such  appointments  ;  then,  the  want  of 
power  on  the  part  of  the  churches  to  elect  their  own 
ministers;  and  the  want  of  power  on  the  part  of  the 
ministers  to  choose  their  churches  ;  and  their  obliga¬ 
tion  to  receive  such  ministers  as  are  sent  to  them,  to 
go  where  they  are  sent — does  not  depend  upon  the  fact 
that  God  sends  ministers,  but  upon  the  fact  that  the 
ministers  have  the  right  of  dividing  themselves  among 
the  churches;  and  the  argument  founded  on  the  fact 
that  God  sends  ministers  falls  of  course,  for  the  con¬ 
clusion  does  not  follow  from  that,  but  from  another 
circumstance,  if  it  follows  at  all. 

5.  Bro.  Smith’s  direct  argument — that  ministers 
have  no  right  to  select  their  own  fields  of  labor,  is  en¬ 
tirely  sophistical  upon  its  face,  and  overthrows  itself. 

He  argues  that  because  the  commission  is  to  all  the 
world,  the  minister  cannot  select  any  part  of  it  as  his 
field  of  labor.  Directly  the  reverse  of  this  must  follow. 
As  each  is  commissioned  to  go  into  all  the  world,  and 
as  no  one  minister  can  go  into  all  the  world,  the  com¬ 
mission  conveys  the  right  to  go  any  where  in  the 
world;  while  it  does  not,  and  cannot  impose  the  obli¬ 
gation  to  go  into  all  the  world,  for  that  is  impossible. 
It  imposes  the  obligation  to  go  only  into  such  portion 
of  the  world  as  he  can  occupy  to  the  best  advantage 
for  the  glory  of  God,  and  the  salvation  of  souls.  As 
each  minister  is  commissioned  for  all  the  world,  giving 
him  a  right  to  go  any  where;  and  as  he  cannot  occupy 
it  all,  as  it  has  been  shown;  and  as  Bro.  Smith  admits, 
that  God  does  not  tell  such  minister  what  part  of  the 
world  to  occupy;  each  must  inevitably  be  left  to  judge 
for  himself  what  field  he  will  occupy,  unless  such 
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\right  is  taken  away  by  a  positive  law.  No  such,  posi¬ 
tive  law  has  been,  nor  can  he  produced;  it  does  not 
'exist,  and  the  argument  is  conclusive. 

Suppose  a  man  suffer  himself  to  he  appointed  by  a 
majority  of  the  ministers  from  year  to  year,  two  years 
at  Syracuse,  two  years  at  Pulton,  two  years  at  Seneca 
•Falls,  &c.,  he  accomplishes  no  more  towards  going 
into  all  the  world,  ban  he  would  if  he  made  his  own 
■arrangements  with  the  churches  at  these  places,  or 
any  other  three  places  he  might  choose,  where  he 
might  be  wanted.  This  talking  so  much  about  a 
world-wide  commission  looks  like  trifling,  in  view  of 
the  necessary  facts  in  the  case.  But  I  will  now  he 
generous,  and  let  Bro.  Smith  talk  a  little  for  himself. 
He  says.: 

“  Where  is  theright  found  in  the  charter  for  a  minis¬ 
ter  to  say  where  be  will,  or  will  not  labor.  If  he  has 
the  right  to  say  where  he  will  labor,  he  has  the  right  to 
say  where  he  will  not.;  for  as  he  cannot  labor  with  hut 
one  at  a  time;  when  he  says  he  will  labor  at  any  cer¬ 
tain  place,  he  says  at  the  same  time  he  will  not  labor 
at  all  other  places.  If  one  minister  has  a  right  to 
choose  his  field  of  labor,  every  other  minister  has  the 
same  right ;  and  two,  five,  or  ten,  might  choose  the 
same  field,  to  the  neglect  of  one,  four,  or  nine  other 
fields.  How  are  these  conflicting  claims  to  be  settled1? 
Their  claims  are  ail  equal.  There  was  no  church  or 
•churches,  at  the  time  the  commission  was  given,  to 
make  a  choice  of  one  of  these  claimants  to  the  exclu¬ 
sion  of  the  rest,  and  thus  settle  the  difficulty.  Was 
the  unsaved  world  to  settle  dispute  among  the  minis¬ 
ters  sent  to  bring  it  to  the  Savior  1  Surely  not.” 

There  is  no  force  in  ail  this.  It  is  asked,  “  Where 
is  the  light  in  this  charter  for  a  minister  to  say  where 
he  wiil  or  will  not  labor."5’  I  ask  in  turn,  what  is 
there  in  it  which  even  intimates  that  he  may  not  say 
for  himself  where  he  will  labor.  He  is  sent  into  ail 
She  world,  and  cannot  fill  or  occupy  it  ail;  and  hence, 
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he  must  fall  into  some  locality.  And  if  a  man,  by  Be¬ 
coming  a  Christian  minister  loses  the  right  of  saying 
what  part  of  the  world  he  will  live  in,  I  have  yet  to- 
learn  it.  £‘If  he  has  a  right  to  say  where  he  will  la¬ 
bor,  he  has  a  right  to  say  where  he  will  not.’’  That 
is  just  the  fact  in  the  case,  but  what  of  it  ?  u  If  one 
minister  has  a  right  to  choose  his  field  of  labor,  every 
other  minister  has  the  same  right.”  Better  still,  that 
is  just  what  I  contend  for.  But  a  two,  five,  or  ten 
might  choose  the  same  field.”  That  is  not  possible, 
for  they  could  not,  from  either  pure  motives  or  selfish 
motives. 

Ten  men  might  prefer  the  same  field  of  labor,  so  far 
as  the  field  itself  is  concerned,  but  in  view  of  the  fact 
that  all  could  not  occupy  if?  some  would  necessarily 
choose  other  fields.  But  if  all  were  foolish  enough  to 
insist  on  having  the  same  field,  as  Bro,  Smith  sup¬ 
poses  ministers  are  so  foolish,  the  church  of  the  place 
would  say  which  they  would  have,  if  there  should  be 
a  churchy  If  no  church  existed,  the  people  who  might 
desire  preaching  would  determine  which  they  would 
hear.  This  would  not  be  rebellion  against  God  ;  if 
all  ten  were  equally  sent  by  him,  they  would  have  a 
right,  and  it  would  he  their  duty,  to  hear  one,  and  they 
could  not  be  bound  to  bear  all. 

Bui  this  supposed  difficulty  has  no  existence  only  in 
Bro.  Smith’s  head  and  In  his  article  y  it  is  just  such  a 
difficuhy  as  he  is  capable  of  making  to  order,  but  which 
has  no  existence  in  practical  life.  Has  it  ever  been 
known  that  ten  Congregational  ministers,  or  ten  Bap¬ 
tist  ministers  ever  wanted  the  pastorate  of  the  same- 
church  '?  Bro.  Smith  appears  to  be  horrified  at  the 
thought  that  “  the  unsaved  world”  should  settle  the  dig- 
pute  between  God’s  ministers.  Well,  if  ministers- 
should  show  themselves  foolish  enough  to  contend  as 
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Bro.  Smith  supposes,  the  world  would  be  as  good  jud¬ 
ges  as  they  deserve.  But  the  worst  sinner  that  walks 
at  large  on  God’s  earth,  has  the  right  to  decide  for  him¬ 
self  which  of  God’s  ministers  he  will  go  to  hear,  and  if 
one  sinner  has  that  right,  all  must  have  the  same  right. 
And  if  sinners  have  the  right,  and  Christians  have  not, 
then,  to  get  converted  is  to  lose  a  portion  of  our  rights. 
Bro.  Smith  says  again  : 

“  No  one  was  allowed  to  choose  his  field  of  labor, 
and  no  such  difficulties  could  arise.  Christ  the  Lord 
made  that  choice  for  them,  and  his  choice  was  all  the 
world — their  congregation  every  creature — and  while 
they  were  in  the  world  preaching  to  any  creature,  they 
were  occupying  the  field  he  gave  them.” 

That  “  no  one  was  allowed  to  choose  his  field  of  la¬ 
bor,”  is  mere  assertion,  while  what  is  said  to  prove  it, 
proves  directly  the  reverse.  Christ  the  Lord  made 
that  choice  for  them,  and  his  choice  was  all  the  world.” 
Then  of  course,  they  must  have  been  free  to  choose 
tha!  part  of  the  field  which  they  judged  best.  When 
Christ  gave  them  the  whole  world  as  their  field,  with¬ 
out  designating  any  particular  part  of  it  which  they 
should  occupy,  he  laid  them  under  both  necessity  and 
obligation  to  choose  for  themselves  some  particular 
part  of  the  field  for  themselves.  The  choice  of  any 
particular  part  could  not  conflict  with  the  choice  and 
commission  of  Christ,  for  Bro.  Smith  says,  “  while 
they  were  in  the  world  preaching  to  any  creature,  they 
were  occupying  the  field  he  gave  them.’’  How  strange 
it  is  that  a  man  will  make  such  assertions,  and  then 
make  other  assertions  to  sustain  them,  which  absolute¬ 
ly  overthrow  the  first.  I  will  now  make  a  quotation 
on  which  I  will  close  this  particular  issue.  He  says : 

“  The  commission  was  a  joint  one.  It  was  to  be 
the  joint  work  of  all  his  ministers ;  they  were  to  be 
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co-workers.  No  one  could  do  what  was  required  to? 
be  done,  and  for  that  reason  could  not  be  under  obliga¬ 
tions  to  do  it ;  and  no  more  were  called  than  was  nec¬ 
essary  for  the  work,  and  therefore  none  could  be  done 
without;  but  all  could  do  all  that  was  required  to  be 
done;  and  each  was  bound  to  do  his  part ;  and  that 
part  was  all  he  could.  The  work  had  to  be  divided 
among  them,  each  doing  his  part.  This  done,  and  all' 
was  done.” 

On  all  the  main  statements  in  this,  I  take  issue.  It 
was  not  a  joint  commission,  in  the  sense  Bro.  Smith 
contends  for.  It  was  given  to  them  jointly,  by  one 
address,  “  Go  ye  into  all  the  world,’’ &c.  But  it  was 
to  them  individually,  making  them  individually,  and 
not  collectively  responsible.  There  can  be  no  such 
thing  as  collective  obligation  and  responsibility  in 
morals.  A  church,  or  conference  of  ministers  may  be 
held  responsible  to  perform  a  given  act,  in  its  collec¬ 
tive  capacity,  but  the  obligation  of  the  whole  is  the 
obligation  of  each,  and  the  responsibility  of  the  whole 
is  the  responsibility  of  each.  If  they  do  it,  the  collec¬ 
tive  virtue  of  doing  it,  is  only  the  individual  virtue  of 
each  ;  and  if  they  fail  to  do  it,  the  collective  sin  of 
failing  to  do  it,  is  made  up  of  the  personal  sin  of  each 
individual.  If  they  vote  down  the  right  measure,  the 
votes  that  defeat  it,  are  individual  votes,  for  which 
each  is  responsible,  as  an  individual.  It  is  utterly  im¬ 
possible,  where  moral  duty  is  concerned,  that  men  or 
ministers  should  he  bound  by  the  vote  of  a  majority, 
only  on  the  ground  that  they  were  bound  to  the  same 
thing  by  the  law  of  right,  before  such  vote  was  taken. 

A  collective  commission  must  involve  a  collective 
obligation  and  responsibility ;  and  a  collective  obliga¬ 
tion  and  responsibility,  must  merge  individual  obliga¬ 
tion  and  responsibility.  A  man  cannot  be  responsible 
as  an  individual,  to  exercise  his  own  judgment,  and  do 
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what  he  believes  to  be  right,  and  be  responsible  at  the 
same  time  to  do  what  a  majority  of  an  association  shall 
determine.  If  then,  as  Bro.  Smith  contends,  the  com- 
rniss'on  of  all  ministers  is  a  joint  one,  making  them 
collectively  responsible,  and  binding  each  to  abide  the 
decision  of  the  majority,  it  merges  their  individual  ob¬ 
ligation,  and  absolves  them  from  all  individual  respon¬ 
sibility,  on  all  subjects  upon  which  the  majority  shall 
act  and  decide.  This  is  impossible  ;  no  man  can  merge 
his  individual  responsibility  in  any  association  ;  God 
himself  cannot  so  merge  individual  responsibility,  can¬ 
not  so  join  the  responsibility  of  a  distinct  indivisible 
morally  accountable  identity,  to  a  collective  number  of 
other  like  identities  ;  for  that  would  be  to  absolve  them 
as  individuals,  from  the  claims  of  his  government,  and 
hold  them  only  collectively  responsible. 

It  should  be  distinctly  kept  in  view,  that  Bro.  Smith 
■'does  not  limit  the  “joint’’  nature  of  the  gospel  commis¬ 
sion  to  the  apostles,  who  were  inspired,  but  extends  it 
to  all  ministers  at  the  present  day.  If  so,  no  minister 
has  or  can  have  any  personal  individual  responsibility, 
as  a  minister,  beyond  a  responsibility  to  do  as  a  major¬ 
ity  shall  from  time  to  time  decide.  This  is  the  unde¬ 
niable  consequence  of  his  doctrine,  and  it  is  terrible  ! 

Some  of  us  were  horrified  when  it  was  declared  in 
a  conference  of  the  M.  E.  Church,  that  a  member  of 
the  conference  was  not  permitted  to  have  his  con¬ 
science  in  his  own  keeping ;  that  when  he  joined  the 
conference,  he  committed  the  keeping  of  his  conscience 
to  the  body,  and  I  for  one,  dissolved  my  connection 
with  the  conference  at  the  first  opportunity  after  the 
declaration  was  made  and  sanctioned  by  authority. 
And  now  am  1  to  be  pursued  by  this  doctrine  from 
which  I  fled  I  And  is  the  asylum  which  I  ha^e  assist- 
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ed  to  build  for  myself  and  others,  to  be  invaded  by  it? 
Never !  It  cannot  be  ! 

The  views  of  brother  Smith,  if  carried  out  on  this 
point,  involve  the  overthrow  of  personal  and  individual 
rights,  beyond  any  of  the  assumptions  of  the  M.  E. 
Church,  which  shook  us  from  our  moorings  there 
If,  as  Bro.  Smith  holds,  all  ministers  are  now  com¬ 
missioned  by  one  joint  commission,  making  the  min¬ 
istry,  as  a  whole,  an  organism  binding  each  by  the 
determination  of  the  majority,  it  necessarily  carries 
with  it  the  doctrine  recently  advocated  by  some,  of  or¬ 
ganic  sin  ;  which  is,  that  an  organism  may  commit 
wrongs  for  which  the  individual  members  are  not  re¬ 
sponsible.  And  if  this  view  of  the  ministry jas  an  or 
ganism  be  correct,  there  is  no  escaping  by  secession 
for  as  the  commission  itself  binds  the  organism  together 
every  commissioned  man  must  belong  to  the  organiza¬ 
tion.  His  commission  makes  him  a  part  of  it,  and  binds 
him  to  carry  out  the  decision  of  a  majority,  and  he 
cannot  separate  himself  from  the  organization,  or  es¬ 
cape  the  obligation  to  obey  the  majority,  only  by  ceas¬ 
ing  to  be  a  minister,  and  that  he  has  not  a  right  to  do, 
if  God  has  called  and  sent  him.  It  will  not  remove 
this  objection  to  say  that  a  majority  will  never  err; 
that  would  not  only  be  popery,  for  Catholicism  holds 
that  the  true  church  never  errs,  is  infallible,  though 
she  never  fixed  the  locality  of  the  infallibility,  whether 
in  the  pope  council  or  elsewhere-;  but  it  would  be 
what  can  never  be  proved.  The  apostles  had  the  pro¬ 
mise  that  the  Spirit  should  guide  them  into  all  truth, 
but  that  promise  cannot  be  claimed  by  ministers  now, 
as  has  already  been  shown  ;  or  if  it  might  be  claimed, 
it  is  not  claimed  and  enjoyed. 

Bro.  Smith  and  myself  differ  on  points  which  are 
fundamental  to  our  respective  theories;  therefore  he 
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or  I  must  be  no  minister;  or  the  Spirit  does  not.  now 
guide  into  all  truth,  does  not  preserve  from  fundamen¬ 
tal  errors  in  theory.  Bro.  Smith  must  then  deny  that 
I  am  a  minister,  or  admit  that  he  is  not,  or  admit  that 
ministers  may  err  on  fundamental  points.  If  he  denies 
that  ministers  may  err  fundamentally,  he  must  abandon 
his  theory  and  embrace  mine  as  the  true  one  ;  or  re¬ 
ject  me,  as  a  minister,  and  insist  that  he  being 
a  minister,  and  as  ministers  cannot  err,  his  is  right,  and 
must  be  received,  excathedra,  or  even  juredivino. 
This  would  be  an  end  of  all  controversy  on  the  subject. 

Will  Bro.  Smith  take  this  position  ?  1  f  he  will  not, 

he  must  admit  that  ministers  err  and  abandon  his 
“  joint,”  ministerial  call,  binding  all  ministers  by  the 
decision  of  a  majority,  or  go  into  the  doctrine  of  or¬ 
ganic  sin.  If  to  evade  this,  he  insists  that  though 
ministers  may  err,  a  majority  will  never  err,  he  will 
only  involve  himself  on  another  point.  If  a  majority 
will  never  err,  he  is  bound  to  take  the  Discipline  as  it 
is,  for  it  was  made  what  it  is  by  the  acting  majority 
and  must  be  right.  If  he  can  find  a  flaw  in  the  pro¬ 
ceedings  heretofore,  which  destroys  the  binding  force 
of  the  majority  action,  he  will  then  be  bound  to  sub¬ 
mit  his  views  to  the  next  General  conference ;  and 
the  ministers  and  laymen  voting  apart,  as  he  does  not 
believe  in  lay  delegation;  if  a  majority  of  the  ministers 
shall  reject  his  theory,  he  must  then  abandon  it  as 
false,  and  embrace  and  carry  out  the  views  of  such 
majority  ;  or  admit  that  a  majority  may  err,  and  admit¬ 
ting  this,  he  must  abandon  his  “  joint,’’  gospel  com¬ 
mission,  binding  all  ministers  by  the  decision  of  a 
majority,  or  seek  a  refuge  from  personal  responsibility 
of  the  errors  of  the  majority  under  cover  of  the  new 
doctrine  of  organic  sin. 

If,  to  escape  this,  Bro.  Smith  shall  deny  that  the  de- 
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cision  of  a  majority  of  the  ministers  of  the  Wesleyan 
General  Conference,  constitutes  a  valid,  binding  min¬ 
isterial  act  under  his  theory  of  a  joint  ministerial  com¬ 
mission, — by  such  a  position,  he  will  necessarily  place 
the  Wesleyan  organization  outside  ot  his  own  theory 
of  a  gospel  church  and  ministry,  as  embracing  no  collec¬ 
tive  branch  or  portion  of  tbe  Christian  ministry;  and 
as,  according  to  his  own  theory,  ministers  hold  a  joint 
commission  and  can  act  only  by  the  direction  and 
agreement  of  the  whole;  he  must  point  us  to  some 
other  body  or  class  of  ministers,  who  are  in  a  position 
to  act  together  under  his  supposed  joint  commission- 
and  whose  acts  are  also  binding  under  his  joint  com¬ 
mission,  or  admit  that  we  are  without  apostolic  juris, 
diction.  Will  he  point  us  to  any  of  the  existing  organi¬ 
zations  around  us  ?  Surely  not.  Then  he  must  admit 
that  Wesleyan  Churches  and  ministers  are  without 
apostolic  jurisdiction,  as  well  as  all  others,  and  must 
remain  so  until  the  true  ministers  sent  by  God  shall 
come  together  under  their  “joint  commission,’’ and  in 
the  exercise  of  their  chartered  rights  appropriate  all 
the  ministers  among  all  the  churches,  and  all  the  world. 

Umil  the  ministers  shall  thus  come  together  and  thus 
act,  we  must,  ministers  and  churches,  act  for  ourselves 
in  our  individual  capacity  ;  hence,  while  we  are  wait¬ 
ing,  let  each  church  invite  its  own  minister,  and  each 
minister  go  where  he  is  invited  as  liketh  him  best. 
This  must  be  right  for,  “  where  there  is  no  law  there 
is  no  transgression,1'  and  there  can  be  no  law  making 
any  other  appropriation  of  ministerial  labors  and  pas¬ 
torates,  until  the  ministers  shall  come  together  and  act 
under  their  “  joint  commission,’’  as  above.  Be  at  ease, 
brethren;  that  day  is  not  very  near. 

It  is  not  true  that  “  they  were  to  be  co-workers”  in 
the  sense  Bro.  Smith  contends  for.  They  were  co- 
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workers  in  the  sense  of  being  all  engaged  in  the-same 
cause,  to  promote  the  same  great  end,  and  acting  under 
the  same  authority,  and  from  the  same  motives;  and 
in  the  sense  of  being  bound  to  sympathise  with,  assist 
and  support  each  other,  and  to  act  in  concert  so  far 
as  in  the  judgment  of  each,  the  interests  of  the  work 
required,  and  as  they  could  consistently  with  their  in¬ 
dividual  convictions  of  right  and  duty.  Beyond  this 
they  were  not  co-workers;  when  they  differed,  and 
could  not  mutually  agree,  as  they  sometimes  did,  they 
parted  and  each  pursued  the  work  in  accordance  with 
his  own  convictions  of  duty,  and  I  know  of  no  better 
way  now.  They  were  not  co-workers  in  the  sense  of 
collectively  and  by  a  majority  of  voices,  dividing  up 
the  whole  work  among  them,  and  assigning  each  to  a 
particular  field  of  labor,  by  which  appointment  each 
was  bound  to  confine  himself  to  that  field  until  relieved 
by  a  new  appointment  from  the  body,  by  a  majority  of 
voices.  No  such  co-operation  took  place;  no  such 
routine  of  appointments  were  ever  made;  no  such  sys¬ 
tematized  intinerant  ministry  ever  existed  as  Bro.  Smith 
supposes,  moving  round  a  common  centre  of  authority, 
which  aulhority  appointed  all  and  each  to  their  fields 
of  labor,  and  without  which  appointments  no  minis, 
ter  could  rightfully  obtain  possession  of  a  pastorate, 
and  no  church  could  rightfully  obtain  a  pastor.  No 
traces  of  such  a  system,  and  such  proceedings  can  be 
found  upon  the  record  of  the  New  Testament,  while 
much  is  found  there  to  disprove  it.  1  can  only  glance 
at  the  scriptural  proofs. 

In  the  first  associate  act  performed  after  the  ascen¬ 
sion  of  Christ,  the  laity  acted  with  the  ministry  in 
the  selection  of  Matthias.  Brother  Smith,  says  : 

“  In  the  case  of  Matthias,  the  Disciples  and  Apos¬ 
tles  did  not  attempt  to  exercise  their  own  judgment, 
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they  refer  the  matter  to  the  Saviour  in  the  casting  of 
lots.” 

They  did  “exercise  their  own  judgment”  in  the 
selection  of'  two  out  of  the  whole,  by  which  they 
limited  the  choice  they  refer  to  God  by  lot,  to  a 
choice  between  two  persons.  This  involves  the  right 
of  laymen  to  a  popular  vote  with  ministers.  In  the 
choice  of  the  seven  to  taka  charge  of  the  poor,  the 
laity  again  acted.  Acts  vi. 

The  first  effort  at  preaching  the  "Word  beyond  the 
limits  of  Jerusalem,  under  the  “joint  commission” 
as  Brother  Smith  calls  it,  was  not  by  a  division  of 
the  work,  giving  each  a  particular  field  by  a  majori¬ 
ty  of  voices,  but  it  was  in  consequence  of  persecu¬ 
tion.  “  There  was  a  great  persecution  against  the 
church  which  was  at  Jerusalem,  and  they  were  all 
scattered  abroad  except  the  apostles.  Then  they 
that  were  scattered  abroad  went  every  where  preach¬ 
ing  the  word.  Then  Philip,”  being  one  of  the  scat¬ 
tered,  not  appointed  to  a  particular  field,  “  went 
down  to  the  city  of  Samaria  and  preached  Christ 
unto  them.”  “When  the  apostles  which  were  at  Je¬ 
rusalem  heard  that  Samaria  had  received  the  word 
of  God,  they  sent  unto  them  Peter  and  John.”  This 
was  an  apostolic  sending,  but  it  proves  nothing  in 
favor  of  the  system  contended  for,  as  it  was  a  special 
mission,  and  not  an  appointment  to  a  pastorate,  and 
it  was  limited  to  the  apostles  proper,  who  are  admit¬ 
ted  to  have  possessed  extraordinary  powers  not  con¬ 
tinued  in  the  church. 

The  next  mission  we  read  of,  was  not  by  an  ap¬ 
pointment  from  the  body  of  ministers,  but  was  un¬ 
dertaken  by  the  direction  of  the  angel  of  God.  The 
angel  of  the  Lord  spake  unto  Philip,  saying,  “arise 
and  go  towards  the  South,”  and  obeying  he  preached 
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the  gospel  to  the  man  of  Ethiopa  and  baptized  him. 
Again,  the  Spirit  of  the  Lord  caught  away  Philip, 
‘hand  he  was  found  at  Azotus,  and  passing  through 
he  preached  in  all  the  cities  till  he  came  to  Cesarea.” 
In  all  this  there  was  no  regular  appointment  of  an 
itinerant. 

The  next  proceeding  recorded,  is.  Paul,  after  his 
Co:, version,  preached  Christ  in  the  synagogues  at 
Damascus,  and  this  he  dared  to  do  without  an  ap¬ 
pointment  from  the  college  of  apostles  at  Jerusalem, 
or  inquiring  concerning  the  divis'on  of  the  work, 
and  he  appears  to  have  labored  three  years  before 
he  ever  saw  one  of  the  apostles,  or  received  the  least 
instruction  from  them.  Thus  far  he  certainly  acted 
on  his  individual  ministerial  responsibility,  and  se¬ 
lected  bis  own  field  of  labor. 

The  next  mission  recorded  is  Peter’s.  And  there 
is  not  one  word  said  about  his  appointment  by  the 
body;  but  ‘‘it  came  to  pass  as  Peter  passed  through¬ 
out  all  quo  rters,  became  down  also  to  the  Saints 
which  dwelt  at  Lydda  ”  No  particular  field  of  labor 
could  have  been  assigned  him  by  appointment,  for 
be  “passed  throughout  all  quarters.”  They  must 
have  had  a  very  indefinite  itinerancy  in  those  days. 
But  it  is  said  “it  came  to  pass,”  &c.,  which  expres¬ 
sion  proves  that  he  could  not  have  been  sent  there 
by  an  appointment. 

Peter’s  next  elfort  was  a  response  to  the  call  of 
laymen.  The. disciples  at  Joppa  sent  two  men  after 
Peter,  and  he  went  with  them  and  labored  with  them 
many  days.  They  thought  they  had  a  right  to 
choose  and  invite  their  own  minister,  and  he  thought 
he  had  a  right  to  accept  without  waiting  for  an  ap¬ 
pointment  from  the  body. 

The  next  on  the  record  is  Peter’s  mission  to  the 
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house  of  Cornelius,  and  there  is  nothing  in  it  favor¬ 
ing  Brother  Smith's  idea  of  a  regu'ar  division  of 
labor,  and  of  an  appointing  power.  We  have  now 
reached  the  eleventh  chapter  of  Acts,  and  here  the 
record  carries  us  back  about  eight  years,  and  again 
introduces  the  results  of  the  persecution  that  arose 
about  Stephen.  ‘-Those  that  were  scattered  abroad, ’’ 
not  sent  by  a  majority  of  voices,  unless  it  was  the 
majority  of  the  mob,  “traveled  as  far  as  Phoenice, 
and  Cyprus,  and  Antioch.  Then  tidings  of  these 
things  came  unto  the  ears  of  the  church  which  was 
in  Jerusalem,  and  they  sent  forth  Barnabas  that  he 
should  go  as  far  as  Antioch.”  Note  :  the  church  at 
Jerusalem  sent  Barnabas,  not  the  ministers,  by 
whom  Brother  Smith  contends  all  appointing  and  all 
sending  of  ministers  to  particular  fields  of  labor 
must  be  done.  This  positively  overthrows  his  whole 
theory.  After  laboring  for  a  time  at  Antioch,  Bar¬ 
nabas  went  to  Tarsus  after  Paul  to  come  and  help 
him  ;  and  Paul  came  without  any  appointment,  more 
than  the  request  of  Barnabas,  who,  we  have  seen, 
was  acting  under  a  lay  appointment.  Moreover,  as 
Paul  went  to  Tarsus,  about  seven  years  previous,  as 
recorded,  Chapter  is.  30,  and  as  he  was  found  there 
now,  we  conclude  he  had  been  there  the  whole  inte¬ 
rim.  This  proves  that  Paul  had  not  yet  joined  the 
Itinerancy  ten  years' after  his  conversion,  or  that  it 
did  not  limit  a  minister’s  stay  in  a  particular  field, 
to  less  than  seven  years.  But  as  Brother  Smith’s 
“joint  commission”  made  him  one  of  them,  he  must 
have  been  left  without  an  appointment,  at  his  own 
request  during  these  seven  years,  or  else  Brother 
Smith’s  theory  must  be  unsound.  1 

The  next  important  mission  recorded,  is  that  of 
Paul  and  Barnabas  to  the  Gentiles,  which  was  direct- 
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eel  by  the  Holy  Ghost,  and  not  by  a  division  of  labor, 
and  an  appointment  made  by  the  body  of  ministers. 
Acts  xiii . 

The  next  important  matter  recorded  bearing  on 
the  question,  is  the  controversy  about  circumcision 
at  Antioch.  They  sent  a  committee  to  Jerusalem 
to  have  the  matter  adjusted,  “and  when  they  came 
to  Jerusalem,  they  were  received  of  the  Church  and 
of  the  Apostles/’  And  having  discussed  and  settled 
the  matter,  “it  pleased  the  apostles  and  elders  with 
the  whole  church ,  to  send  chosen  men,”  &c.  They 
appear  to  have  sent  two  laymen.  They  wrote  a  let¬ 
ter,  in  which  the  church  was  associated  with  apos¬ 
tles  and  elders.  The  church  appears  to  have  taken 
part  in  all  the  proceedings. 

The  next  important  fact  on  the  record  is,  Paul 
proposed  to  Barnabas  to  go  on  another  mission, 
and  Barnabas  determined  to  take  John  Mark  with 
them.  Paul  would  not  agree  to  it,  and  they  contended 
sharply  and  separated,  and  went  in  different  direc¬ 
tions.  This  whole  matter  proves  that  they  did  not 
labor  under  any  special  division  of  labor  and  appoint¬ 
ment,  made  by  a  central  appointing  power.  The 
proposition  to  go  on  the  mission,  proves  that  they 
were  under  the  operation  of  no  such  system.  The 
dispute  about  taking  John  Mark,  proves  it,  for  such 
appointment,  if  it  had  existed,  would  have  determin¬ 
ed  who  should  go  and  who  should  not.  The  separa¬ 
tion  of  Paul  and  Barnabas,  and  their  going  in  differ¬ 
ent  directions  proves  that  they  were  under  no  ap¬ 
pointment  from  a  general  central  authority. 

The  next  thing  note-worthy  is  Paul’s  interview 
with  the  elders  of  the  church  of  Ephesus,  recorded, 
Acts  xx.  He  called  the  elders  of  the  church.  He 
planted  Christianity  there  about  seven  years  previous 
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to  this  intervew,  and  had  labored  there  for  three 
years.  1  he  men  whom  he  then  addresses,  who  were 
then  the  elders  of  the  Church, were  there  seven  years 
before,  for  he  says,  verse  18,  “Ye  know  from  the  first 
day  that  I  came  into  Asia,  after  what  manner  I  have 
been  with  you  at  all  times.”  They  were  then  wit¬ 
nesses  of  his  first  coming  among  them  seven  years 
before,  and  were  doubtless  converted  under  his  labors, 
inducted  into  the  ministry,and  were  th ere  still,  elders 
of  the  church  in  the  same  city.  This  does  not  look 
like  the  itinerant  system  for  which  Brother  Smith 
contends. 

Again,  he  delivered  to  these  elders  a  farewell  ad¬ 
dress  and  final  charge,  and  referred  to  what  would 
happen  in  time  to  come,  without  the  slightest  intima¬ 
tion  that  the  operations  of  the  itinerant  system  would 
soon  remove  them  ;  nor  did  he  make  the  slightest  al¬ 
lusion  to  their  appointment  by  the  body  of  ministers, 
or  to  any  prospective  new  appointment,  nor  to  any 
central  appointing  power,  but  reminded  them  that 
they  had  been  appointed  to  their  present  charge  by 
the  Holy  Ghost  •  verse  28.  All  this  amounts  to  a  de¬ 
monstration  that  there  could  have  beenno  such  system 
of  appointments  as  Brother  Smith  contends  for. — 
Another  circumstance,  is  his  determination  to  go  to 
Jerusalem,  and  the  effort  of  the  brethren  to  persuade 
him  not  to  go,  recorded  Acts  xxi.  This  proves  that 
he  was  under  no  general  appointing  power. 

Likewise  the  appointment  of  Timothy  and  Titus 
to  a  particular  field  of  labor,  proves  that  these 
younger  ministers  were  not  under  any  central  ap¬ 
pointing  power;  as  Paul  clearly  acted  by  himself  in 
these  cases,  and  not  in  conjunction  with  all  the  oth¬ 
er  ministers.  His  appointing  them,  moreover,  was 
not  authoritative,  .but  only  the  request  and  advice 
of  the  aged  to  the  young. 
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I  have  now  done  with  this  running  New  Testa¬ 
ment  view  of  the  subject,  and  it  must  be  seen  that 
Bro.  Smith’s  view  of  a  “joint  commission,”  a  formal 
division  of  the  work  by  a  majority  of  voices,  and  of 
a  compulsory  itinerancy,  has  not  the  shadow  of 
foundation  in  the  scriptures.  And  if  I  had  space  to 
introduce  the  writings  of  the  fathers,  and  the  best 
historians,  it  would  appear  that  all  antiquity  is 
against  him.  Here  let  me  remark,  that  whatever 
claim  there  may  be  urged  in  favor  of  an  itinerant 
system,  it  must  be  grounded  wholly  upon  prudential 
and  economical  principles.  1  admit  that  changes 
are  necessary,  and  1  believe  in  an  itinerant  ministry, 
and  am  as  willing  as  any  other  man,  Bro.  Smith  not 
excepted,  to  bear  my  part  of  the  labors  and  sacrifi¬ 
ces  of  maintaining  it.  But  it  must  be  a  free  itine¬ 
rancy,  conformed  to  the  individual  rights  of  minis¬ 
ters  and  churches.  Beyond  this  I  cannot  go.  I  can¬ 
not  consent  to  override  plain  scriptural  principles, 
and  scriptural  personal  rights,  from  merely  human 
speculative  views  of  utility.  Standing  on  the  Bible, 
I  feel  that  I  stand  securely,  and  will  stand  there, 
though  I  stand  alone.  I  have  examined  all  the  im¬ 
portant  positions  which  Bro.  Smith  attempts  to  base 
upon  Scriptural  authority,  and  have  shown  them  to 
be  without  substance,  and  I  only  wonder  that  a  man 
of  his  talent  should  attempt  to  frame  arguments 
out  of  such  material,  in  support  of  such  grave  and 
fundamental  propositions.  There  must  be  a  famine 
in  the  land  of  realities,  when  such  minds  weave  ar¬ 
gument  out  of  such  material — material  less  in  sub¬ 
stance  than  the  woof  of  dreams.  What  is  left  of 
his  theory,  is  the  deductions  which  he  has  made  from 
these  propositions,  which  I  have  examined  and  over¬ 
thrown  ;  and  of  course  all  his  deductions  must  fall 
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without  further  argument.  Nought  is  now  left  but 
his  attempts  to  enforce  his  plan  by  appeals  to  utility 
and  expediency,  in  which  he  is  equally  unfortunate, 
as  a  few  remarks  will  show. 

6.  Bro.  Smith’s  argument  founded  upon  the  sup¬ 
posed  superior  usefulness  of  his  plan,  is  without 
foundation.  Ide  assumes  that  the  work  will  be  bet¬ 
ter  supplied,  as  a  whole,  by  an  arbitrary  appointing 
power,  than  if  the  ministers  and  churches  are  left  to 
make  their  own  arrangements  ;  but  this  cannot  be. 
There  will  be  no  more  men  to  labor,  and  they  can 
occupy  no  wider  field,  while  being  sent  where  they 
did  not  choose  to  go,  and  churches  receiving  minis¬ 
ters  they  did  not  choose  to  have,  are  not  likely  to  la¬ 
bor  with  so  much  heart  and  spirit,  as  under  a  free 
system.  He  assumes  that  under  an  arbitrary  ap¬ 
pointing  power,  ministerial  talent  will  be  more 
equally  divided  among  the  churches.  This  cannot 
be,  for  if  it  be  done  by  a  majority  of  the  whole,  that 
majority  cannot  understand  the  talents  and  adapta¬ 
tion  of  all  the  ministers  to  the  wants,  condition  and 
taste  of  all  the  churches, 'as  well  as  each  church  can 
understand  its  own  wants,  and  the  talents  and  adap¬ 
tation  of  one  minister  to  meet  those  wants. 

Pie  assumes  that  the  richest  churches  will  obtain 
the  most  talented  ministers,  and  the  poor  churches 
and  less  talented  ministers  will  be  left  to  struggle 
together,  if  churches  and  ministers  are  left  free  to 
make  their  own  arrangements.  This  will  be  no  more 
the  case  under  a  free,  than  under  an  arbitrary  sys¬ 
tem.  Talented  ministers  and  rich  churches  will 
have  influence  with  the  appointing  power,  and  by 
that  influence  will  get  together.  Bro.  Smith  appeals 
to  the  Congregational  and  Baptist  churches  on  this 
point,  but  it  is  without  force.  The  evil  exists,  if  it 
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he  an  evil,  to  as  great  an  extent  under  the  arbitrary 
appointing  power  of  the  INI .  E.  Church,  as  it  does 
among  Congregationalists  and  Baptists. 

He  assumes  that  a  minister  will  labor  with  a  bet¬ 
ter  heart,  in  a  hard  field,  if  be  has  an  assurance  of 
being  relieved  after  a  year  or  two.  But  under  an 
arbitrary  appointing  power,  he  can  have  no  such  as¬ 
surance.  He  knows  the  power  will  change  his  field 
of  labor,  but  be  knows  not  that  he  will  not  be  sent 
to  another  field  equally  hard,  while  its  present  occu¬ 
pant  will  be  sent  to  bis.  So  that  neither  will  gain  by 
the  change,  save  the  labor  and  expense  of  moving, 
and  the  chance  of  preaching  over  their  old  sermons 
to  save  the  labor  of  thinking. 

He  assumes  that  by  the  free  system,  many  good 
ministers  will  be  driven  from  the  field,  because  no 
church  will  choose  them,  if  left  to  make  their  own 
choice,  while  an  arbitrary  appointing  power  would 
keep  them  in  the  work.  I  admit  that  an  arbitrary 
appointing  power  will  keep  a  class  of  ministers  in 
the  field,  who  would  be  driven  out,  if  they  were  de¬ 
pendent  on  the  choice  of  the  people  for  employment, 
but  that  is  one  of  my  strongest  objections  to  it.  On 
the  other  hand,  the  arbitrary  appointing  power 
drives  more  good  ministers  out  of  the  field,  by  ap¬ 
pointing  them  from  year  to  year  where  they  could 
not  get  a  support.  These  men  would  be  kept  in  the 
field  by  a  free  system,  for  some  church  would  choose 
and  support  them,  but  the  arbitrary  appointing  pow¬ 
er  does  not  send  them  to  those  churches. 

I  have  known  numbers  of  just  such  cases  in  the 
M.  E.  Church.  But  the  best  of  God’s  ministers 
must  be  chosen  by  some  church,  under  a  free  system, 
or  the  church  must  go  without,  if,  as  Bro.  Smith  af¬ 
firms,  God  sends  only  just  enough  to  do  the  work,  so 
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that  no  one  eaa  be  spared.  Finally,  a  minister,  whom 
no  church  will  employ,  when  left  free  to  employ 
whom  they  will,  the  minister  being  free  to  look  out 
for  himself  a  field  of  labor,  will  not  and  cannot  be 
useful  if  forced  upon  any  church  by  an  arbitrary  ap¬ 
pointment. 

I  have  now  done  with  my  review  of  Bro.  Smith’s 
article.  There  are  many  arguments  which  1  judge 
good  and  strong,  that  might  be  introduced  against 
his  views,  and  in  support  of  mine,  which  I  have  not 
brought  forward.  I  have  only  introduced  such  as 
have  necessarily  arisen  in  reviewing  his  positions. — 
I  do  not  judge  it  necessary  to  introduce  a  direct 
course  of  argument  after  the  review,  which  I  trust 
has  left  nothing  for  the  arbitrary  theory  to  stand 
upon.  If  these  arguments  shall  be  judged  necessary 
on  any  future  occasion,  they  shall  be  forthcoming. 

I  appeal,  in  conclusion,  to  all,  to  read  boih  sides, 
and  judge  and  act  accordingly r  And  may  God  pre¬ 
serve  both  writers  and  readers  from  fundamental 
orror.  Amen. 


LUTHER  LEE. 


